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PREFACE 


Under  oar  dual  syBtem,  Imperium  in  Imperio,  the  various 
States,  through  their  respective  high  courts  of  judicature,  give 
us  a  richness  and  a  variety  of  authoritative  decisions.  ''I  do  not 
call  one  greater  and  one  smaller.  That  which  fills  its  period 
and  place  is  equal  to  any/'  whether  it  comes  from  Massachu- 
setts or  Montana,  from  Michigan  or  from  Mississippi. 

In  the  preface  to  his  Commentary  on  Agency  and  Agents 
(1876)  Prof.  Wharton  says: 

''I  have  thought  it  advisable  to  introduce  all  reported  judi- 
cial decisions,  no  matter  how  cumulative,  which  have  come  to 
my  notice  in  connection  with  the  topic  discussed.  No  doubt  in 
this  way  my  notes  may  appear  overloaded  and  my  table  of 
cases  redundant;  but  it  must  be  recollected  that  Agency  is  the 
creature  of  usage  as  established  by  the  courts;  tnat  usage  can 
only  be  settled  by  cumulative  rulings,  and  that,  under  our 
American  sjrstem,  there  is  no  State  whose  adjudication  ^an  be 
safely  omitted  in  such  a  commentary  as  the  present." 

It  is  believed,  also,  that  a  need  exists  for  a  treatise  confined 
to  one  branch  of  the  law  of  Agency,  namely,  real  estate.  The 
general  treatises  fail  to  differentiate  some  of  its  peculiar 
features,  thereby  tending  to  perplex  or  mislead  the  lawyer  and 
the. jurist.  This  is  the  apology,  if  it  be  needed,  for  adding 
another  to  the  accumulated  heap  of  works  on  the  law. 

In  the  preparation  of  this  work  the  aim  has  been  to  present 
the  law  in  the  exact  words  of  the  courts,  and  to  devote  the 
book  to  setting  forth  their  language,  the  utterances  of  the 
judges  upon  the  various  phases  of  the  law  of  real  estate  agency. 
It  is  believed  that  in  this  way  the  lessons  conveyed  will  be 
more  impressive,  and  will  afford  a  clearer  conception  of  the 
underl3nng  principles  upon  which  the  superstructure  is  reared. 

As  a  further  illustration  of  this  feature  a  large  part  of  the 
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work  is  devoted  to  Pleading,  Practice  and  Judicial  Constrao* 
tions  and  Interpretations.  The  wealth  of  illustrations  thus  pre- 
sented will  be  especially  appreciated  by  the  younger  members 
of  the  bar.  It  is  a  continuation  of  the  study  of  cases,  a  method 
of  education  so  commonly  pursued  in  the  leading  law  schools 
of  the  country. 

Qreat  libraries,  where  all  the  reports  are  accessible,  are  ex- 
ceptional, and,  in  their  absence,  the  full  extracts  given  from 
the  opinions  of  the  courts  will  be  appreciated. 

I  take  this  occasion  to  express  my  heartfelt  appreciation  of 
the  kindness  extended  by  the  efScient  Librarian  of  the  Cin- 
cinnati Law  Library,  Edwin  Gholson,  Esq.,  and  his  competent 
and  accommodating  assistants. 

But  for  the  opportunity  of  access  to  the  Cincinnati  Law 
Library,  with  its  wealth  of  books  of  the  law,  a  work  of  this 
character  would  have  been  out  of  the  question. 

By  placing  the  decisions  under  their  respective  subjects  and 
by  supplying  suggestive  headlines,  it  is  believed  that  the  work 
has  been  so  arranged  as  to  thoroughly  illustrate  every  possible 
phase  of  the  law  of  real  estate  agency,  and  to  prove  a  mine 
of  wealth,  not  only  to  the  active  practitioner,  but  to  the  lay- 
man. The  latter  will  find  in  perusing  its  pages  a  history  of 
the  art  of  real  estate  agency,  presenting  instances  of  its  prac- 
tical application  that  can  prove  not  only  interesting  but 
exceedingly  instructive.  He  will  gain  a  knowledge  of  the  experi- 
ences of  others  which  can  not  fail  to  enlarge  his  understanding 
of  the  subject  in  which  he  seeks  to  excel,  as  well  as  to  gain  the 
advantages  of  being  able  to  avoid  the  pitfalls  into  which  those 
who  paid  for  the  experience  fell. 

Many  cases  which,  at  first  sight,  may  seem  to  be  in  conflict, 
on  further  reflection  and  careful  perusal  will  be  found  to  fall 
within  some  one  of  the  general  classes,  the  special  circum- 
stances involved  clearly  distinguishing  them,  and  showing  that, 
although  apparently  in  conflict,  in  reality  they  are  not.  By 
supplying  full  references  to  all  the  cases  in  the  country  on  the 
subject,  such  a  comparison  can  be  brought  to  bear  as  can  not 
be  done  where  but  a  few. are  given.  Such  a  slight  divergence 
in  the  circumstances  often  requires  a  qualifying  of  the  rule, 
that  it  is  dangerous  to  carelessly  place  cases  in  agreement. 
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when,  on  careful  reflection,  they  require,  from  some  essential 
element  in  the  case,  to  be  clearly  and  propei'ly  differentiated. 
On  that  account  the  enunciating  of  hard  and  fast  rules  has 
been  avoided.  Instead  of  this,  references  are  made  to  cases  in 
seeming  agreement  and  to  those  in  seeming  conflict.  In  this 
way  the  practitioner,  guided  by  the  facts  in  his  case,  will  be 
best  able  to  find  and  apply  the  law  applicable  to  its  solution; 
and  in  this  way,  also,  the  court  will  be  able  to  make  the  facts 
in  the  case  under  consideration  agree  in  its  decision  with 
some  one  or  more  of  the  adjudicated  cases.  The  book  is  so 
richly  filled  with  clear  and  weU-expressed  illustrations  of  the 
law  of  real  estate  agency,  in  almost  ev^ry  conceivable  phase, 
that  it  is  believed  it  Trill  serve  to  solve  almost  every  problem  in 
that  branch  of  the  law  that  may  be  presented. 

Where  cases  are  decided  according  to  the  general  law 
on  the  subject,  as  shown  by  the  agreement  of  the  decisions  of 
the  courts  of  the  various  States,  this  will  be  found  to  be  the 
best  method  of  dealing  out,  with  an  equal  hand,  justice  between 
man  and  man.  Nothing  is  calculated  to  produce  a  better  im- 
pression of  the  impartiality  with  which  justice  is  administered 
than  the  agreement  brought  about  by  the  courts  in  the  various 
States  applying  legal  principles  in  accordance  with  the  general 
eonsensus  of  opinion  illustrated  and  applied  by  the  unanswer- 
able reasoning  employed  in  well  adjudicated  cases. 

Cincinnati,  April  5,  1910.  Wx.  Sues  Walkb. 
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OH  AFTER  I. 

SECTION. 

SECTION. 

1.     WIk)  are  capable  of  becoming 

6.    Special  and  general  agency. 

principals  and  agents. 

7.    Agents  who  are  termed  brokers. 

2.     Power  of  delegating  authority. 

8.     Who  is  not^a  broker. 

3.     Inherent    power    of    becoming 

8a.  Definition  of  term  ^'Brokerage." 

agents. 

9.     Licenses. 

4.    Personal  acts  that  are  undele- 

10.     How  brokers  are  appointed. 

gatable. 

11.     Employment  of  sub-agents. 

5.     Acts  that  can  not  be  sub-dele- 

12.   Employment  of  broker,  and  its 

gated. 

limitations. 

Sec.  1.    Who  are  capable  of  becoming  principals  and  agents. 

— In  general,  it  may  be  said  that  every  person  is  capable  of  be- 
coming a  principal  or  an  agent.    Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  43. 

Sec.  2.    Power  of  delegating  authority. 

Principals  are  capable  of  delegating  authority  to  others  to  act 
in  their  behalf  and  for  their  interests.  In  general,  whenever  a 
person  has  power  to  do  a  thing  he  may  do  it  by  an  agent,  and 
every  person  of  fuU  age,  free  from  disabilities,  has  complete 
capacity  for  this  purpose;  but  infants,  in  some  States — to  some 
extent — married  women,  idiots,  lunatics,  and  other  persons  not 
sui  juris,  are  either  wholly  or  partially  incapable  of  appointing 
agents.  An  infant  may  authorize  another  to  do  an  act  which  is 
for  his  benefit,  but  he  can  not  authorize  him  to  do  an  act  which 
is  to  his  prejudice.  Story  on  Agency,  Sec.  6 ;  Mechem  on  Agency, 
Sees.  18,  43,  47,  54,  56. 
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Sec.  3.    Inherent  power  of  becoming  agents. 

Almost  all  persons  are  capable  of  becoming  agents.  It  is  not 
necessary  for  a  person  to  be  sui  juris,  or  capable  of  acting  in  his 
own  right,  in  order  to  qualify  himself  to  act  for  others.  Story  on 
Agency,  Sec,  7 ;  Meehem  on  Agency,  Sec.  57. 

Sec.  4.    Certain  acts  are  personal  in  their  nature,  and  the  au- 
thority confided  can  not  be  sab^elegated. 

In  general,  what  a  person  sui  juris  may  do  himself,  he  may 
delegate  authority  to  another  to  do  for  him ;  yet  there  are  excep- 
tions ;  thus,  although  a  person  may  do  an  imlawfTd  act,  it  is  clear 
that  he  can  not  delegate  authority  to  another  peraan  to  do  it ;  for 
it  is  against  the  policy  of  the  law  to  allow  any  such  authority, 
and  therefore  the  appointment  is  utteriy  Toid ;  it  imports  neither 
duty  nor  obligation,  nor  responsibility  ob  eifter  side ;  although 
it  may  involve  both  in  punishment.  Stofy  ott  Ag.  Sec.  11 ;  Me- 
ehem on  Ag.  Sees.  18, 19,  20. 

Sec.  6.    Certain  acts  are  personal  in  iMr  Batnre,  and  cannot 
be  8ub-driegated. 

For  it  is  a  personal  trust  or  confidence,  and  therefore  by  impli- 
cation prohibited  from  being  delegated ;  as,  if  a  man  has  a  power 
given  to  him  by  the  owner  to  sell  an  estate  or  to  make  leases  for 
him,  he  can  not  act  "fcy  a»  attorney  or  agent,  for  it  is  a  personal 
trust.  The  same  is  tm^  if.  by  will,  an  executor  has  power  given 
to  him  to  sell  property,  WUson  v.  Mason,  158  HI.  304,  42  N. 
E.  134.  The  same  rule  applies  to  a  broker,  for  he  can  not  delegate 
his  authority  t9  another  to  sign  the  contract  on  behalf  of  his 
principal,  withoilt  the  assent  of  the  latter,  for  a  personal  trust 
and  confidence  is  reposed  in  him.  Story  on  Ag.  Sees.  12  and  13 ; 
Fom  Im.  Co.  v.  Ater,  49  Wash.  446,  95  P.  1017 ;  Meehem  on 
Ag.  Sec.  19.  It  follows,  that  where  the  broker's  power  contains 
no  power  of  substitution,  he  can  not  delegate  his  authority  to 
another.  Kapairick  v.  WUey,  197  Mo.  123,  95  S.  W.  213. 
A  broker  whose  employment  involves  the  exercise  of  dis- 
cretion is  without  authority  to  sub-delegate  his  authority  to 
another;  however,  when  the  act  to  be  done  is  ministerial  or 
mechanical,  the  agent  may  employ  another  to  do  it.  Eyer  v. 
Turkel  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.),  70  A.  68. 
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&e<:.  G.  Agency  is  divided  into  two  clasfles — speoial  and 
general. 

Agency  is  divided  into  two  divisions ;  (1)  Special;  (2)  Qeneral 
Agency.  A  special  agency ,  particularly  exists  when  there  is  a 
delegation  of  authority  to  do  a  single  act.  A  general  agency 
particularly  exists  when  there  is  a  delegation  of  authority  to  do 
all  acts  connected  with  a  particular  trade,  business  or  employ- 
ment; thus,  a  person  authorized  by  his  principal  to  execute  a 
particular  deed,  or  to  sign  a  particular  contract,  or  to  procure  a 
purchaser  for  certain  real  estate,  is  a  special  agent.  Story  on 
Ag.  Sec.  17 ;  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  6.  Several  instances  of  special 
agency  or  employments  do  not  constitute  a  general  agency.  Angle 
V.  Miss.  etc.  R.  Co.,  9  Iowa,  487,  502.  A  person  who  is  authorized 
by  his  principal  to  execute  all  deeds  and  sign  all  contracts  re- 
quired in  a  particular  trade,  business,  or  employment,  is  a  general 
agent  in  that  trade,  business  or  employment.  Story  on  Ag.  Sec. 
17;  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  6. 

Sec.  7.  Agents  employed  to  buy  or  sell  real  estate,  to  negotiate 
exchanges  thereof,  to  procure  leases,  options  and  loans, 
are  usually  termed  brokers. 

Agents  employed  to  buy  or  sell  real  estate,  to  negotiate  ex- 
changes thereof,  to  procure  leases,  options  and  loans,  are  usually 
termed  brokers.  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  934.  **A  broker  is  one 
who  is  engaged  for  others  on  a  commission  to  negotiate  contracts 
relative  to  property,  with  the  custody  of  which  he  has  no  con- 
cern." Braun  v.  Chicago,  110  111.  186;  Kramer  v.  Bliss,  88  Va. 
456,  13  S.  E.  914.  Another  definition  is,  **  Brokers  are  persons 
whose  business  it  is  to  bring  buyer  and  seller  together ;  they  need 
have  nothing  to  do  with  the  negotiation  of  the  bargain.  '*  Hartley 
V.  Anderson  (Pa.  Supreme),  24  A.  675;  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  13. 
The  latter  clause  designates  those  agents  known  as  middle-men, 
whose  presumed  aloofness  from  partisanship  confers  upon  them 
certain  privileges.  See  Sec.  475.  A  ** broker*'  is  one  engaged 
in  making  contracts  for  others  relating  to  property  not  in 
his  custody,  he  acting  in  a  sense  as  agent  for  both  parties ;  and 
a  salaried  agent,  not  acting  for  a  fee  or  commission,  is  not  a 
broker.    Rodman  v  Manning  (Or.  Sup.  '09),  99  P.  657,  1135. 
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Sec.  8.    Who  is  not  a  broker. 

A  salaried  agent  who  does  not  act  for  a  fee  or  rate  per  cent, 
for  others  is  not  a  broker.  Portland  v.  O'Neill,  1  Oregon,  218; 
Rodman  v.  Manning  (Or.  Sup.  '09),  99  P.  657,  1135.  A  trust 
company,  though  authorized  to  buy  and  sell  real  estate,  is  not  a 
broker.    Cr.  v.  Tr.  Co.,  211  Pa.  51,  60  A.  551. 

Sec.  8a.    Definition  of  term  "brokerage." 

Brokerage  is  equivalent  to  compensation  for  services  rendered. 
Myers  v.  Dean,  11  Misc.  368,  371,  32  N.  Y.  S.  237;  Z7.  8.  v.  Fisk, 
25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,  104. 

Sec.  9.    Licenses. 

In  some  States  a  real  estate  broker,  before  he  can  lawfully 
engage  in  such  business,  must  procure  a  license.  Natt  v.  Papet, 

15  La.  306. 

Sec.  10.    How  brokers  are  appointed. 

In  the  absence  of  a  statute  to  the  contrary,  the  employment  of 
a  broker  for  the  purchase  or  sale  of  real  estate  is  a  contract  for 
his  services  and  may  be  by  parol.  Rathburn  v.  McLay^  76  Conn. 
308,  56  A.  571 ;  Brown  v.  Eaton,  21  Minn.  409,  528;  Friedma/n  v. 
Shuttle,  85  P.  726  ( Ari.  Sup.  '06,  9  L.  R.  A.,  N.  S.)  933 ;  Forrester- 
Duncan  Lamd  Co,  v.  Evatt  (Ark.  '09),  119  S.  W.  282:  iJannon  v. 
Prentiss,  124  Mich.  417,  83  N.  W.  102;  Spengem/in  v.  Palestine 
Bldg.  Assn.,  60  N.  eJ.  Law,  357,  37  A.  723 ;  McCurry  v.  HawJcins, 
83  Ark.  242,  103  S.  W.  600;  Hutto  v.  Stough,  157  Ala.  566,  47  S. 
103;  also  to  sign  his  principal's  name  to  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  real  estate.  Rattman  v.  Wasson,  5  Kan.  552;  Pringle  v.  Spald- 
ing, 53  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  17;  Callaghan  v.  Pepper,  2  Ir.  Eq.  (N.  C.) 
399;  Coleman  v.  Garringne,  18  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  60.  In  some 
States,  the  agent,  for  this  purpose,  must  have  written  authority. 
Ballon  V.  Bergevindsen,  9  X.  D.  285,  83  N.  W.  10;  Mainwaring 
V.  Crane,  22  Quebec  Sup.  C.  67;  Lasher  v.  Oardner,  124  111.  441, 

16  N.  E.  919 ;  Charles  v.  Arthur,  84  N.  Y.  S.  284 :  Power  v.  Immi- 
gration Land  Co.,  93  Minn.  247,  101  N.  W.  161 

Sec.  11.    Emplojrment  of  sub-agents. 

Ordinarily  an  acrent  is  without  authority  to  bind  his  principal 
by  the  employment  of  a  broker  to  effect  a  sale.    Bennett  v.  Howes, 
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15  Daily  (N.  Y.),  43,  2  N.  Y.  S.  717;  Jenkins  v.  Funk,  33  Fed. 
915;  Cfaver  v.  Bmise  (Mo.  App.  W),  120  S.  W.  686.  Even 
authority  to  take  any  steps  necessary  to  sell  the  property  is 
insufiBeient  to  authorize  an  agent  to  employ  a  broker  to  effect 
a  sale.  Carroll  v.  Tucker,  2  Misc.  (N.  Y.),  397,  21  N.  Y.  S.  952; 
however,  a  non-resident  owner  employing  a  non-resident  agent 
to  sell,  impliedly  authorizes  the  latter  to  employ  a  broker  or  sub- 
agent.  Eastland  v.  Mayiey,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  147,  81  S.  W.  574. 
And  whenever  an  agent  given  authority  to  sell  land  exercises  his 
discretion  as  to  the  price,  etc.,  he  may  employ  a  real  estate  broker 
to  find  a  purchaser,  and  a  sale  by  him  will  be  enforced  where  the 
agent  was  required  to  obtain  his  commission  in  addition  to  the 
price  fixed,  although  *he  agent  may  have  been  requested  by  his 
principal  n:t  lo  employ  a  sub-agent.  Renwick  v.  Bancroft y  56 
Iowa,  527,  9  N.  W.  367.  If  an  agent  employs  a  sub-agent  for 
his  principal  and  by  his  authority,  expressed  or  implied,  then 
the  sub-agent  is  the  agent  of  the  principal,  and  is  directly  respon- 
sible to  the  principal  for  his  conduct,  and  if  damage  results  from 
the  conduct  of  such  sub-agent,  the  agent  is  only  responsible  in  case 
he  has  not  exercised  due  care  in  the  selection  of  the  sub-agent.  But 
if  the  agent,  having  undertaken  to  transact  the  business  of  his 
principal,  employs  a  sub-agent,  on  his  own  account,  to  assist  him 
in  what  he  has  undertaken  to  do,  he  does  so  at  his  own  risk  and 
there  is  no  privity  between  such  agent  and  the  principal.  The 
sub-agent  is,  therefore,  the  agent  of  the  agent  only  and  is 
responsible  to  him  for  his  conduct,  while  the  agent  is  responsible 
to  the  principal  for  the  manner  in  which  the  business  has  been 
done,  whether  by  himself  or  his  servant  or  his  agent.  Mechem 
on  Agency,  Sec.  197. 

Sec.  12.    Emplojrment  of  brokers,  and  its  limitationB. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  at  a  certain  price  can  not  recover 
commissions  for  selling  at  a  lower  price.  Blackwell  v.  Adams,  28 
Mo.  App.  61 ;  Williams  v.  McGraw,  52  Mich.  480,  18  N.  W.  227. 
A  broker,  in  order  to  bo  assured  of  compensation  for  his  services, 
should  have  a  contract  of  employment.  Castner  v.  Richardson, 
18  Colo.  496,  33  P.  163;  Day  v.  Hale,  50  111.  Apn.  115:  Dyer  v. 
SutherUmd,  75  111.  583;  Thomas  v.  Mcrrifield,  7  Kan.  App.  669, 
53  P.  891 ;  Downing  v.  Buck,  135  Mich.  636,  98  N.  W.  388 ;  Crosby 
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V.  8t,  Paul  Lake  Ice  Co.  74  Minn.  82,  76  N.  W.  958 ;  Coffin  v. 
Linxweiler,  34  Minn.  320 ;  Whiteley  v.  Terry,  83  N.  Tt.  App.  Div. 
197,  82  N.  Y.  S.  89;  McVicker  v.  Roche,  74  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  397; 
77  N.  Y.  S.  501 ;  Fotder  v.  Hosher,  53  N.  Y.  App  Div.  327,  65 
N.  Y.  S.  638 ;  Whitchouse  v.  Drisler,  37  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  525,  56 
N.  Y.  S.  95;  Von  Hermann  v.  Wagner,  81  Hun,  431,  30  N.  Y.  S. 
991;  Johnson  v.  Whalen,  13  Okla.  320,  74  P.  (503);  Addison 
V.  Wannamaker,  185  Pa.  St.  536,  39  A.  1111 ;  CopeUnd  v.  Stone- 
ham  Tannery  Co.  142  Pa.  St.  446,  21  A.  825;  Harrison  v.  Long, 
4  Desau  (S.  C),  110;  Pipkin  v.  Home  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  68 
S.  W.  1000;  Ehrenroth  v.  Puiman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '00),  55  S.  W. 
190. 

In  case  the  contract  of  employment  fails  to  state  the  terms 
of  sale,  tern^s  satisfactory  to  the  principal  are  implied.  Fairchild 
V.  Cunningham,  84  Minn.  521,  88  N.  W.  15;  Montgomery  v. 
Knickerbocker,  27  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  117,  50  N.  Y.  S.  128.  The 
contract  of  employment  may  be  drawn  so  as  to  deprive  the  broker 
of  any  right  to  commissions  if  the  transaction  fails  because  of  a 
defect  in  the  principal's  title  to  the  real  estate.  Louisville  R.  Co, 
V.  Shepard,  126  Ala.  416,  28  S.  202.  If  the  agency  is  limited  to 
the  sale  of  certain  property,  the  broker  must  show  that  the  prop- 
erty sold  was  within  the  limits  of  the  contract.  Maze  v.  Gordon, 
96  Cal.  61,  30  Pac.  962 ;  Park  v.  Uagle,  124  Iowa  98,  99  N.  W.  185. 

Testimony  of  plaintiff,  in  an  action  to  recover  for  services 
in  purchasing  an  electric  plant,  that  he  went  to  defendant  and 
told  him  that  he  came  pursuant  to  a  telegram  from  a  third  per- 
son; that  he  told  defendant  he  had  obtained  papers  relative  to 
the  plant  and  showed  them  to  him ;  that  defendant  examined  them 
and  expressed  his  satisfaction  with  the  showing,  and  siid  he 
wanted  plaintiff  to  represent  him  in  the  matter,  and,  if  the  plant 
was  purchased,  wanted  it  taken  in  plaintiff's  name,  and  that  he 
would  take  care  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  matter,  is  sufficient  to  show 
an  employment  by  defendant,  and  an  agreement  to  pay  the  rea- 
sonable value  of  the  services.  Hart  v.  Moloney,  80  N.  Y.  S.  293, 
80  App.  Div.  265. 

A  company  sought  employment  as  agents  for  a  com- 
mission to  procure  a  purchaser;  it  was  not  recognized  as 
such,  and  was  informed  that  a  part  of  the  premises  had 
been  sold,  and  that  an  option  contract  had  been  given  for  the 
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balance ;  subsequently  it  wrote  the  owner  that  it  had  a  party  in 
view  whom  it  might  interest  in  the  property,  "provided  we  could 
get  an  option."  The  owner  refused  to  give  the  option,  and  fixed 
the  price  per  acre  and  the  terms,  adding,  **If  you  can  do  anything 
for  me  on  these  terms  I  shall  be  glad  to  hear  from  you.'*  The 
company  wrote,  **Our  people  will  pay  $2,500  net."  The  owner 
agreed  to  sell,  and  the  company,  in  transmitting  the  opinion  of 
its  attorney  on  the  abstract,  referred  to  unpaid  taxes,  the  cost  of 
the  abstract,  and  a  claim  on  account  of  a  deficiency  in  the  acre- 
age, without  any  reference  to  the  commissions.  Held,  That  the 
company  was  not  the  owner's  agent  to  procure  a  purchaser, 
though  it  expected  a  commission  to  which  it  was  not  entitled. 
Steele  v.  Lmnjer,  47  Wash.  266,  91  P.  958. 

Defendants  leased  mining  property  to  plaintiff,  with  an  option 
to  purchase  during  the  third  year  of  the  lease  for  $20,000,  and  a 
deed  conveying  the  property  to  the  plaintiff  was  deposited  with 
a  bank,  with  instructions  to  deliver  it  upon  receipt  of  the  sum  of 
$2,500  less  than  that  stated  in  the  option.  Held,  That  there  was  . 
nothing  in  the  lease  or  instructions  to  show  that  plaintiff  was  an 
agent  to  sell  the  property  on  conunission.  Pollard  v.  Say  re, 
(Colo.  Sup.  '08),  98  P.  816.  In  an  action  by  a  real  estate 
broker  to  recover  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for 
defendant's  property,  a  letter  from  the  broker  stating  that  if 
the  owner  of  the  land  makes  an  exchange,  the  broker  expects  him 
to  pay  a  commission,  and  asking  him  if  he  would  do  so,  and  the 
answer  from  the  owner  that  in  case  of  a  sale  he  would  be  willing 
to  pay  a  commission,  was  sufficient  to  show  an  implied  promise  on 
the  part  of  the  owner  to  pay  what  plaintiff's  services  were  rea- 
sonably worth  on  a  subsequent  exchange  brought  about  by  the 
services  of  the  plaintiff.  Annabil  v.  Traverse  Land  Co.  (Minn. 
Sup.  '09),121N.  W.  233. 


CHAPTER  II. 

SECTION.  SECTION. 

13.  Exclusive  employment  as  bro-       17.    Special   contracts   for    sale  of 

ker  or  agent.  real  estate. 

14.  Duration  of  the  agency.  18.    Authority  conferred  on  brokers 

15.  Termination  of  the  agency.  and  agents. 

16.  A  contract  coupled  with  an  in- 

terest. 

Sec.  13.    Ezcliudve  emplosnnent  as  broker  or  agent. 

An  exclusive  agency,  supported  by  a  sufficient  consideration, 
entitles  a  broker  to  commissions  on  a  sale  made  by  the  principal 
(if  excluded)  or  through  the  efforts  of  another  broker  during  the 
time  specified.  Gregory  v.  Bonney,  135  Cal.  589,  67  P.  1038; 
Crane  v.  McCormick,  92  Cal.  176,  28  P.  222;  Long  v.  Herr,  10 
Colo.  380,  15  P.  802 ;  Metcalf  v.  Kc7it,  104  Iowa,  487,  73  N.  W. 
1037 ;  Lipscomb  v.  Cole,  81  Me.  App.  53 ;  Levy  v.  Rotke,  17  Misc. 
402,  39  N.  Y.  S.  1057 ;  Schultz  v.  Oriffin,  5  Misc.  499,  26  N.  Y.  S. 
713;  Emherson  V,  Dean,  46  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  236;  Powdl  v. 
Anderson,  15  Daly,  219,  4  N.  Y.  S.  706;  Ouyens  v.  Wehrle,  14 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  536;  Sylvester  v.  JohnsoTi.,  110  Tenn.  392,  75 
S.  W.  923;  String  fellow  v.  Powers,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  199,  23 
S.  W.  313;  Carle  v.  Parent  (Montreal  L.  R.),  5  Q.  B.  ^51;  Moses 
V.  Bierland,  31  N.  Y.  462. 

Where  a  broker  is  given  the  exclusive  agency,  but  not 
inhibiting  the  principal  from  selling,  the  contract  is  not 
violated  by  a  sale  by  the  principal  to  one  not  a  customer 
of  the  broker.  English  v.  Wm.  Ocorge  Butt,  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'08)  117  S.  W.  996 ;  Waterman  v.  Boltinghouse,  82  Cal.  659, 23  P. 
195;  Ingold  v.  Symonds,  125  Iowa,  82,  99  N.  W.  713;  Johnson 
V.  Buchanan  (Tex  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  875;  Dole  v.  Sher- 
wood, 41  Minn.  535,  43  N.  W.  569 ;  Wi/lie  v.  3farine  Nat,  Bk,,  61 
N.  Y.  415;  Golden  Gate  Packing  Co,  v.  Mine,  55  Cal.  606.    A 

contract  of  agency  will  not  be  construed  to  be  exclusive,  unless 
8 


THE   CONTRACT  OF   AGENCY.  9 

established  expressly  or  by  clear  implication.  Crook  v.  Forst,  116 
Ala.  395,  22  S.  540;  White  v.  Benton,  121  Iowa,  354,  96  N.  W. 
876;   Kidman  v.   Howard,   18   S.   Dak.    161,   99   N.   W.   1104. 

It  was  agreed  between  the  owner  of  land  and  a  broker,  that 
the  broker  should  have  the  ** exclusive  agency'*  for  the  sale  of 
the  land  for  a  fixed  period  at  a  fixed  price,  and  that  the  broker 
should  give  attention  to  the  sale,  of  the  land,  have  the  same 
examined  and  advertised,  and  should  report  promptly  all  sales, 
etc.  The  land  aggregated  over  51,000  acres,  and  the  timber 
thereon  was  the  most  valuable  part.  Held,  That  the  words  **  ex- 
clusive agency"  deprived  the  owner  of  the  right  to  sell  the 
premises,  and  a  sale  by  him  of  the  timber  before  the  expiration 
of  the  fixed  period  was  a  breach  of  the  contract.  Hunter  v.. 
Wenatchee  Ijand  Co.  97  P.  494,  50  Wash.  438.  (This  is  contrary 
to  the  general  doctrine  which  requires  the  exclusive  right  to 
the  agent  to  deprive  the  owner  of  the  right  to  sell.) 

A  company  was  employed  to  sell  defendant's  property  under  a 
contract  giving  it  the  sole  agency  for  the  sale  of  the  property  for 
three  months  from  the  date  of  the  contract,  and  thereafter  until 
notified  by  defendant  in  writing  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  prop- 
erty from  sale,  and  defendant  further  agreed  to  pay  the  company 
the  agreed  commission  if  the  property  was  sold  during  the  term 
of  the  contract,  whether  sold  by  the  company  or  by  some  one 
else.  Held,  That  the  company  would  be  entitled  to  the  specified 
commission  on  the  sale  taking  place  within  three  months,  regard- 
less of  any  attempted  revocation  by  the  principal.  Novakovick 
V.  Union  Trust  Co.  (89  Ark.  412),  117  S.  W.  246. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commission  on  a  sale  by  a  principal, 
notwithstanding  he  is  given  the  exclusive  right  to  sell,  unless  it 
is  also  agreed  that  he  shall  receive  a  commission  whether  the  sale 
be  effected  by  him,  by  the  principal,  or  some  third  person.  Tur- 
ner V.  Baker,  225  Pa.  359,  74  A.  172.  (Unless  the  principal 
agrees  to  pay  conunissions  in  case  of  sale  by  him  or  another  broker, 
the  broker  prejudiced  has  a  right  of  action  for  breach  of  the 
contract.)  An  owner  of  property  contracted  with  a  broker 
to  make  a  sale  of  property,  and  that  in  case  of  a  sale  thereof,  with- 
in one  year,  he  would  pay  a  commission.  Held,  That  the  sale  re- 
ferred to  was  one  consummated  by  the  broker  or  brought  about 
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by  him,  he  having  found  a  purchaser  and  brought  the  owner 
arfd  purchaser  together,  and  did  not  give  the  broker  the  exclusive 
right  of  sale  to  the  exclusion  of  the  owner  himself,  and  he  was 
not  entitled  to  a  commission  upon  a  sale  made  by  the  owner. 
Parkhurst  v.  Tyron,  119  N.  Y.  S.  184. 

Sec.  14.    Duration  of  the  agency. 

An  agency  to  sell  real  estate  is  presumed  to  continue  until  a 
sale  is  effected,  and  the  burden  is  on  the  principal  to  rebut  such 
presumption.  Hartford  v.  McOillicuddy,  103  Me.  224,  68  A. 
860.  A  contract  of  agency  ordinarily  ceases  on  the  delivery  of 
the  title  papers  and  the  payment  for  the  property.  Walker  v. 
Derby,  5  Biss.  (IT.  S.)  134;  CamphellY.  Chase  (Kan.  Sup.  '08), 
96  P.  949;  Bd.  Tms.  Oherlin  Coll.  v.  Blair,  45  W.  Va.  812,  32 
S.  E.  203.  The  vendor  sometimes  limits  the  time  within  which 
to  sell,  to  30  or  60  days.  Beadle  v.  Sage  Ld,  <6  Imp,  Co,  140 
Mich.  199,  103  N.  W.  554 ;  Satterth  watte  v.  Goodyear.  137  N.  C. 
302,  49  S.  E.  205.  A  principal  is  not  liable  for  commissions  if 
the  sale  is  not  made  until  after  the  time  fixed  h^s  expired.  Hurst 
v.  Williams,  31  Ky.  Law  Rep.  658,  102  S.  W.  1176;  Dekker  v. 
Klingm^n,  149  Mich.  96,  112  N.  W.  727,  14  D.  L.  N.  341 ;  HoHon 
V.  Inman,  145  Mich.  438 ;  108  N.  W.  746 ;  Loxley  v.  Studebacker, 
68  A.  98,  75  N.  J.  L.  599 ;  Ewing  v.  Lunn  (S.  Dak.  Sup.  'j08),  115 
N.  W.  527.  However,  where  the  owner  wnWes  performance  with- 
in the  time  and  accepts  a  purchaser  furnished  after,  he  will  be 
liable  to  the  broker  for  commissions.  Ice  v.  Maxwell,  55  S.  E. 
899,  61  W.  Va.  9.  A  broker  was  held  entitled  to  compensation, 
who  found  a  purchaser  near  the  end  of  the  contract  who  desired 
time  to  examine  the  title.  Watson  v.  Brooks,  13  Fed.  540,  8 
Sawyer  Cir.  Ct.  316. 

That  the  broker  had  not  a  continuing  agency  from  Y.  for 
the  sale  of  the  property  until  the  time  of  its  sale  to  A.,  is  shown 
by  the  fact  that  when  A.  asked  him  if  he  still  had  the  property 
for  sale,  he  difl  not  assert  a  continuing  agency,  but  said  that 
he  would  see,  and  then  went  to  Y.  to  see  if  he  could  still  be 
allowed  to  make  the  sale,  and  was  informed  by  Y.  that  he  could 
not  do  so,  as  another  had  taken  up  the  matter.  Kiefer  v.  Yoder, 
198  Pa.  St.  308,  47  A.  974. 
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See.  15.    Termination  of  the  agency. 

Ordinarily,  unless  a  contract  of  employment  is  coupled  with  an 
interest  or  is  given  for  a  valuable  consideration,  the  authority  of 
the  agent  may  be  terminated  at  will  by  giving  notice,  subject 
only  to  the  requirement  that  it  be  given  in  good  faith,  and  before 
the  broker  finds  a  purchaser.  Branch  v.  Moore,  84  Ark.  462,  105 
S.  W.  1178 ;  Blume/nthal  v.  Ooodale,  89  Cal.  251,  26  P.  906 ;  Brotvn 
V.  Pfau,  38  Cal.  550;  Freeland  v.  Ilughes,  109  111.  App.  73; 
Young  v.  Trairior,  158  111.  428,  42  N.  E.  139;  Schuster  v.  Martin, 
45  111.  App.  481;  Oleason  v.  McKay,  37  111.  App.  464;  Bush 
V.  Hill,  62  111.  216 ;  Y^ilson  v.  Dyer,  12  Ind.  App.  320,  39  N.  E. 
163;  Kavanaugh  v.  Ballard,  21  Ky.  L.  R.  1683,  56  S.  W.  159; 
Taylor  v.  Martin,  109  La.  137,  33  S.  112;  Cadigan  v.  Crabtree, 
186  Mass.  7,  70  N.  E.  1033,  66  L.  R.  A.  982,  179  Mass.  474,  61 
N.  E.  37,  55  N.  E.  77 ;  West  v.  Demme,  128  Mich.  11,  88  N.  W. 
95 ;  ncaton  v.  Edwards,  90  Mich.  500,  51  N.  W.  544 ;  Reishus- 
Renter  Ld.  Co.  v.  Benner,  91  Minn.  401,  98  N.  W.  186;  Jayne 
V.  Drake  (Miss.  Sup.  '06),  41  S.  372;  Kolb  v.  Bennett  Land  Co. 
74  Miss.  567;  Jones  v.  Berry,  37  ]Mo.  App.  125;  Kesterson  v. 
Chauvrant  (Mo.  App.  '02),  70  S.  W.  1091;  Oreen  v.  Wright,  36 
Mo.  App.  298 ;  Huffner  v.  Ellis,  64  Neb.  623,  90  N.  W.  552 ;  Slater 
V.  Holt,  10  N.  Y.  State,  257 ;  Cardy  v.  Ruth,  100  N.  T.  s!  1043, 
115  App.  Div.  568,  103  N.  Y.  S.  1121 ;  Abbott  v.  Hunt,  129  N.  C. 
403,  40  S.  E.  119 ;  Raleigh  R.  E.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Adams,  58  S.  E. 
1008,  145  N.  C.  161 ;  Vincent  v.  Woodland  Oil  Co.  165  Pa.  St. 
402,  30  A.  991 ;  Evans  v.  Gay,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  442,  74  S.  W. 
575;  Newton  v.  Conness  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  892; 
Knox  V.  Parker,  2  Wash.  34,  25  P.  909.  A  power  confided  to  two 
or  more  special  agents  terminates  on  the  death  of  one.  Mechem 
on  Ag.  Sec.  250 ;  but  the  authority  is  not  revoked  by  a  letter  which 
was  not  received  by  the  broker.  Sayre  v.  Wilson,  86  Ala.  151,  5 
S.  157.  A  contract  of  agency  may  be  terminated  by  the  death  of 
the  principal.  Crowe  v.  Trickey,  204  U.  S.  228,  affirming  71 
P.  (Ariz.)  965;  Crowe  v.  Harmon,  204  U.  S.  241,  affirming  71 
P.  (Ariz.)  1125;  Kyle  v.  Oaff,  105  Mo.  App.  672,  78  S.  W.  1047; 
Shistler's  Est.  2  Pa.  Dist.  588;  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  240;  or  by 
the  partial  destruction  of  the  subject-matter;  e.  g.  the  dwelling; 
Cox  V.  Bowling,  54  Mo.  App.  289.  Where  a  time  limit  has  been 
given,  the  principal  can  not  but  in  good  faith  revoke  before  it 
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expires.  Blumenthal  v.  Ooodall,  89  Cal.  251,  26  P.  906 ;  Olover 
V.  Henderson,  170  Mo.  367,  25  S.  W.  175;  Stamets  v.  Dennison, 
193  Pa.  St.  548,  U  A.  575 ;  Norton  v.  Sjolseth,  43  Wash.  327,  86 
P.  573.  Where  the  contract  is  limited  to  a  definite  period,  it  ends 
at  that  time.  Zeimer  v.  Antisell,  75  Cal.  509,  17  P.  642 ;  La  Force 
V.  Washington  Vni.  106  Mo.  App.  517,  81  S.  W.  209.  The  owner 
is  under  no  obligation  to  extend  the  time  in  favor  of  a  prospective 
purchaser  found  by  the  broker;  time  is  of  the  essence  of  such  a 
contract.  Castner  v.  Richardson,  18  Colo.  496,  33  P.  163 ;  Watson 
V.  Brook,  11  Oregon,  271,  3  Pac.  679. 

An  agency  may  be  revoked  by  a  sale  by  the  owner  without 
notice  to  the  agent;  after  the  sale  there  is  nothing  to 
support  the  agency,  and  revocation  will  be^presumed.  Mechem 
on  Ag.  220;  White  v.  Hoskins,  121  Iowa,  354,  96  N.  W. 
876;  Helling  v.  Darby,  71  Kan.  107,  79  P.  1073;  Boars  v. 
Hyland,  65  Minn.  150,  67  N.  W.  1148 ;  Hodge  v.  Appelles,  107 
N.  Y.  S.  170,  122  App.  Div.  437;  Ettinghoff  v.  Harwitz,  100 
N.  Y.  S.  1002,  115  App.  Div.  571 ;  McDonald  v.  Cahiness,  100 
Tex.  615,  102  S.  W.  721 ;  Hatch  v.  Coddington,  95  W.  S.  56. 
See  also  Sec.  643.  Contra,  Reams  v.  Wilson,  147  N.  C.  304, 
60  S.  E.  1124;  also.  Sec.  587.  The  agency  may  be  revoked  by 
the  exercise  of  an  option  to  purchase.  Faraday  Coal  &  Coke 
Co.  V.  Owens,  26  Ky.  L.  R.  R.  243,  "80  S.  W.  1171.  Notice  to 
the  agent  terminating  the  agency  takes  effect  from  the  date 
of  the  delivery  or  receipt  thereof  by  the  agent.  Rees  v.  Fellow, 
97  Fed.  167,  38  C.  C.  A.  94 ;  Robertson  v.  Cloud,  47  Miss.  208. 
Violation  of  instructions  warranted  a  principal,  in  terminating 
the  agency.  Macferran  v.  Gallinger,  210  Pa.  St.  74,  59  A.  435. 
Where  a  principal  wrote  his  agent  not  to  sell  property  but  his 
residence,  authority  to  sell  the  former  was  revoked.  Abbott  v. 
Hunt,  129  N.  C.  403,  40  S.  E.  119.  The  fraud  of  a  broker  in 
making  misrepresentations  in  negotiating  an  exchange  of  lands 
warranted  his  discharge.  Fcatherstone  v.  Trone,  82  Ark.  381, 
102  S.  W.  196.  A  contract  of  agency  determines  on  the  fraud 
of  the  agent.  Patton  v.  Cook,  48  N.  W.  994,  83  Iowa,  71.  An 
agency  for  ten  days  or  until  withdrawn  in  writing,  h  not  ter- 
minated at  the  end  of  an  extension  eranted.  Clark  v.  Dalziel,  3 
Cal.  App.  121,  84  P.  429.  Where  several  brokers  have  tlie  same 
property  for  sale,  a  sale  by  one,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  others, 
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puts  an  end  to  the  contract  with  the  others.  Cashman  v.  Glover, 
11  111.  600.  Or  without  notice,  infra.  There  are  authorities  holding 
that  where  the  broker  has  incurred  expenses,  and  has  expended 
time  and  money  in  endeavoring  to  sell,  the  principal  will  not  be 
allowed  to  terminate  the  agency.  McCray  d'  Son  v.  Pfosty  118 
Mo.  App.  672,  94  S.  W.  998 ;  and  on  doing  so  the  agent  may  re- 
cover damages.  Green  v.  Cole,  103  Mo.  70, 15  S.  W.  317 ;  Durkee 
V.  Gunn,  41  Kan.  496,  21  Pac.  637 ;  Bathrik  v.  Coffin,  13  N.  T. 
App.  Div.  101,  43  N.  Y.  S.  313;  Rotvan  v.  Hull,  55  W.  Va.  335, 
47  S.  E.  92;  Tappin  v.  Henley,  11  Weekly  Rep.  (Eng.)  466.  A 
contract  terminated  by  a  sale  by  the  owner  to  one  with  whom  the 
agent  had  begun  negotiations  does  not  defeat  the  broker's  right 
to  commissions.  Sylvester  v.  Johnson,  110  Tenn.  392,  75  S.  W. 
923.  Contra,  Quist  v.  Goodfellou^,  99  Minn.  509,  110  N.  W.  65. 
Under  a  contract  to  continue  until  withdrawn  in  writing,  a  deed 
by  the  owner  to  a  purchaser  was  held  not  equivalent  to  a  with- 
drawal. Kimmel  v.  Skelly,  130  Cal.  555,  62  Pac.  1067.  This 
conflicts  with  the  well  established  rule  that  a  sale  puts  an  end  to 
the  agent's  employment. 

Where  a  purchaser  failed  to  make  payment,  and  the  owner 
declared  the  contract  at  an  end,  he  was  held  liable  to  the 
broker  for  his  commission.  Ward  v.  Cobb,  148  Mass.  518, 
20  N.  E.  174.  An  agency  once  terminated  is  not  revived  by 
subsequent  acts.  Moore  v.  Stone,  40  Iowa,  259.  A  revocation 
may  be  effected  by  notification  to  the  agent  in  writing  or  by 
parol,  even  where  power  was  given  by  deed,  or  be  implied  from 
circumstances.  Brookshire  v.  Brookshire,  8  Ired.  (N.  C.)  74. 
Where  an  agent  has  special  authority  to  do  only  a  particular 
act  no  notice  of  revocation  to  third  parties  is  necessary.  1  Par- 
sons on  Con.  71.  The  revocation  of  a  contract  with  a  broker,  after 
he  procures  a  purchaser,  does  not  operate  to  deprive  the  broker 
of  commissions.  Branch  v.  Moore,  84  Ark.  462,  105  S.  W.  1178 ; 
Bush  V.  Hill,  62  111.  216;  Provident  T,  Co,  v.  Barraugh,  168  Ind. 
29,  78  N.  E.  1030;  Gillett  v.  Corum,  7  Kan.  156;  Shepard  v. 
Hedden,  29  N.  J.  L.  334;  Reams  v.  Wilso-n,  147  N.  C.  304,  60 
S.  E.  1124.  The  revocation  of  a  contract  to  sell  follows  a  sale  by 
the  owner  and  no  notice  to  the  agent  is  necessary.  Wallace  v. 
Figone,  107  Mo.  App.  362,  81  S.  W.  492.  Compare,  Reams  v. 
WUson,  147  N.  C.  304,  60  S.  E.  1124.    Where  a  broker  has  a 
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certain  time  within  which  to  effect  a  sale,  the  principal  can  not 
defeat  his  right  to  compensation  by  revoking  the  agency  before 
the  expiration  of  the  time  specified.  Harrison  v.  Angerson,  115 
111.  App.  226 ;  Stamets  v.  Dennison,  193  Pa.  St.  548,  44  A.  575. 
Compare  Sec.  22.  Where  a  purchaser  is  unable  to  carry  out  his 
contract,  the  contract  with  the  broker  is  cancelled.  Biggs  v. 
Tumbull,  105  Md.  135,  66  A.  13,  8  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  824.  Author- 
ity conferred  on  a  partnership  to  sell  real  estate  is  terminated  on 
the  dissolution  of  the  partnership.  Larson  v.  Newman  (N.  D. 
Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  202.  The  owner  of  a  lot,  who  had 
placed  it  in  a  broker's  hands  for  sale  wrote  him  that  she 
felt  at  liberty  to  withdraw  '*from  the  proposition  under  consid- 
eration," if  she  chose.  The  broker  replied  that  upon  receipt  of 
her  letter  he  had  seen  his  client,  but  could  not  make  the  deal,  and 
that  it  looked  like  the  matter  was  closed,  unless  she  would  accept 
a  lower  offer.  Held,  That  the  broker's  letter  terminated  the 
agency  at  the  time  of  mailing,  and  he  was  not  entitled  to  com- 
missions on  a  sale  of  the  lot  negotiated  by  him  next  day.  Jackson 
V.  Parrish,  157  Ala.  584,  47  S.  1014;  Haygood  v.  Parrish,  157 
Ala.  584,  47  S.  1015. 

Under  the  stipulations  of  a  contract  listing  a  farm  with  the 
broker  for  sale,  that  if  the  farm  should  be  sold  by  the  owner, 
after  withdrawal  from  the  broker,  to  a  customer  to  whom  the 
broker  had  recommended  it,  or  who  had  learned  that  it  was 
for  sale,  directly  or  indirectly,  from  the  broker,  the  owner 
would  pay  a  designated  commission,  the  owner  is  liable  for 
the  commission  on  a  sale  to  a  customer  to  whom  the  broker 
recommended  the  farm,  whether  such  sale  was  effected,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  by  reason  of  such  recommendation  or  not.  Strout  v. 
Hubbard  (Me.  Sup.  '08),  71  A.  1020. 

Where  an  owner  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser 
of  property  terminated  the  authority  of  the  broker,  after  re- 
ceiving an  offer  from  the  person  with  whom  the  broker  was 
negotiating,  and  subsequently  dealt  directly  with  such  person, 
and  made  a  sale  for  a  price  over  twice  as  much  as  the  offer  to 
the  broker,  the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  commissions,  for  his 
authority  had  been  terminated  in  good  faith,  and  not  to  avoid 
the  payment  of  commissions.  Gardner  v.  Pierce,  116  N.  Y,  S. 
155.    Compare  Sec.  687a. 
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Where  the  sub-agent  derives  his  authority  solely  from  the 
agent  no  notice  is  required  to  be  given  by  the  principal  to 
the  sub-agent  of  the  revocation  of  the  agent's  authority;  but 
where  the  sub-agent  was  appointed  by  and  with  the  authority 
of  the  principal,  he  is  the  agent  of  the  principal,  and  notice 
should  be  given  to  him  of  the  revocation  of  his  aujthority. 
Mechem  on  Ag.,  sec.  227. 

Sec.  16.    A  contract  coapled  with  aa  intereit. 

An  interest  in  the  land  itself,  as  distinguished  from  the 
proceeds  of  it,  is  the  distinguishing  feature  of  a  power  coupled 
with  an  interest.  Hunt  v.  Bonsmanier,  8  Wheat.  (U.  S.)  174. 
A  contract  was  held  to  be  coupled  with  an  interest  where  a 
broker  was  employed  to  sell  land  procured  in  an  exchange,  the 
services  rendered  by  him  in  effecting  the  trade  being  in  part 
the  consideration  for  the  second  employment,  and  such  employ- 
ment could  not  be  revoked  at  the  mere  pleasure  of  the  principaL 
Bird  V.  Phillips,  115  Iowa,  703,  87  N.  W.  414.  An  agent  to 
receive  half  the  profits  for  selling  land  is  given  an  interest 
only  in  the  profits  of  the  land  sold,  not  in  that  unsold.  Bick* 
ford  V.  Searles,  41  N.  Y.  S.  148,  9  App.  Div.  158,  75  N.  Y.  St. 
606.  Authority  to  retain  commissions  from  the  purchase  money 
is  not  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest.  Hail  v.  Oambrill,  92 
Fed.  32,  34  C.  C.  A.  190.  One  authorized  to  lay  off  land  into 
lots  and  sell,  the  proceeds  above  a  certain  amount  to  be  di- 
vided with  the  owner,  has  not  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest. 
Lemoyne  v.  Quimby,  70  111.  399;  Green  v.  Cole, .103  Mo.  70,  15 
S.  W.  317.  It  therefore  follows  that  meire  commissions  to  be 
earned  by  the  agent  in  selling  property  do  not  constitute  aa 
agency  coupled  with  an  interest.  Rmvofi  v.  Hull,  55  W.  Va. 
335,  47  S.  E.  92 ;  Lindheim  v.  Cen.  Nat  Realty,  etc.,  Co.,  97  N, 
Y.  S.  619,  111  App.  Div.  275. 

See.  17.    Special  contracts  with  broken  for  the  sale  of  real 
estate. 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  commissions  or  compensation  a  con- 
tract, express  or  implied,  is  necessary.  Castner  v.  Richardson, 
18  Colo.  496,  33  Pac.  163;  Day  v.  Hah,  50  111.  App.  115; 
Stephen  v,  Scoit,  43  Kan.  285,  23  P.  555;  Thomas  v.  Merrifield, 
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7  Kan.  App.  669,  53  Pac.  891 ;  Holden  v.  Stark,  159  Mass.  503, 
34  N.  E.  1069;  Brooks  v.  Leathers,  112  Mich.  463,  70  N.  W. 
1099;  Nolan  Y,  Sivifi,  111  Mich.  56,  69  N.  W.  96;  Douming  v. 
Buck,  135  Mich.  636,  98  N.  W.  388;  Steidl  v.  McClymonds,  90 
Minn.  205,  95  N.  W.  906;  Crosby  v.  8t,  Paul  Lake  Ice  Co., 
74  Minn.  82,  76  N.  W.  958;  Coffin  v.  Linxtve/Uer,  34  Minn.  320; 
Kinder  v.  Pope,  106  Mo.  App.  506,  80  S.  W.  315;  Whiteley  v. 
Terry,  82  X.  Y.  S.  89,  83  App.  Div.  197;  McVicker  v.  Roche, 
77  N.  Y.  S.  501,  74  App.  Div.  397;  Fowler  v.  Hosche,  65  N.  Y. 
S.  638,  53  App.  Div.  327;  Whitehause  v.  Drisler,  56  N.  Y.  S. 
95,  37  App.  Div.  525 ;  Von  Herrmann  v.  Wagner,  30  N.  Y.  S. 
991,  81  Hun,  431 ;  Johnson  v.  Whalen,  13  Okla.  320,  74  P.  503; 
Addison  v.  Wannamaker,  185  Pa.  St.  536,  39  A.  1111;  Copeland 
v.  Stoneham  Tan.  Co.,  142  Pa.  St.  446,  21  A.  825;  Pipkin  v. 
Home  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  68  S.  W.  1000;  Ehrenroth  v. 
Putman  (Tex  Civ.  App  W),  55  S.  W.  190;  Clummer  v.  Eddy, 
41  Colo.  235 ;  92  P.  722. 

^lere  consent  by  the  owner  to  the  rendition  of  the  services 
is  insufficient,  even  where  they  result  in  a  sale  or  exchange 
of  the  property,  where  the  services  were  unsolicited.  Merrill 
v.  Lathariy  8  Colo.  App.  263,  45  P.  524;  Atwater  v.  Lockwood, 
39  Conn.  45;  Phelps  v.  Hale,  43  Colo.  255;  95  P.  925;  Viley 
V.  Petiit,  96  Ky.  576,  16  Ky.  L.  R.  650,  286,  29  S.  W.  438; 
Wilson  V.  Clark,  54  Minn.  341,  56  N.  W.  40 ;  Pierce  v.  Thomas, 
4  E.  D.  Smith  (X.  Y.V,  354;  Haase  v.  Schneider,  98  N.  Y.  S. 
587,  112  App.  Div.  336;  Goodspeed  v.  Bobinson,  1  Hilt.  (N. 
Y.)  423.  Cont%a,  Kinder  v.  Pope,  106  Mo.  App.  536,  80  S.  W. 
315. 

A  person  acting  as  a  broker  in  the  sale  of  real  estate,  but 
not  employed  as  such,  will  not  be  entitled  to  recover  brokerage, 
unless  it  should  appear  that  the  seller  knew,  before  the  sale 
was  consummated,  that  the  plaintiff  acted  as  a  broker.  Tink- 
ham  V.  Knox,  18  X.  Y.  S,  433,  aff'd  2  Miss.  Rep.  579,  21  X.  Y. 
S.  954;  Pallentlne  v.  Mercer,  130  Mo.  App.  605,  109  S.  W.  1037. 

Where  a  broker  asks  and  obtains  the  price  of  land  from  the 
owner,  this,  without  more,  does  not  establish  an  employment 
of  agency.  Stephen  v.  Bailey,  149  Ala.  256,  42  S.  740;  Castner 
V.  Richardson,  18  Colo.  496,  33  P.  163;  Dent(yn  v.  Abrams,  105 
N.  Y.  S.  2,  120  App.  Div.  593;  White  v.  Templeton,  79  Tex. 
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454,  15  S.  W.  483 ;  Dvnn  v.  Price,  87  Tex.  318,  28  S.  W.  681 ; 
Mesion  v.  Davies  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  96),  36  S.  W.  805;  Phelps  v. 
Hale,  43  Colo.  255,  95  P.  925. 

Merely  introducing  a  purchaser  to  the  owner  is  insufficient 
to  create  a  contract  of  employment,  unless  his  character  as 
agent  was,  at  the  time,  disclosed  to  the  owner.  Keener  v.  Harrod, 
2  Md.  63.  Contracts  with  brokers  for  the  sale  of* realty  are 
presumptively  entered  into  in  good  faith,  and  courts  should 
protect  the  interests  according  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  con- 
tracts. Carder  v.  O'Neill,  176  Mo.  401,  75  S.  W.  764.  A  con- 
tract to  sell  real  estate  may  be  created  by  a  letter  to  the  broker. 
Dekremen  v.  Clothier,  96  N.  T.  S.  525,  109  App.  Div.  481; 
Jasper  v.  Wilson  (N.  M.  Sup.  '08),  94  P.  951;  Ohenauer  v. 
Solomon,  151  Mich.  570,  115  N.  W.  696.  To  create  such  a 
contract  the  letter  must  be  specific  and  certain.  Fay  v.  Sullers, 
15  Okla.  171,  81  P.  426.  Where  an  owner  said  he  would  allow 
certain  commissions  to  a  broker  if  he  procured  a  purchaser  to 
whom  the  owner  would  be  willing  to  sell,  a  contract  was  estab- 
lished. Oliver  v,  Katz,  131  Wis.  409,  HI  N.  W.  509.  Unless 
a  different  intention  clearly  appears,  authority  to  sell  will  be 
limited  to  authority  to  find  a  purchaser.  Brown  v.  Oilpin,  75 
Kan.  773,  90  P.  267;  Ross  v.  Craven  (Neb.  Sup.  '09),  121  N. 
W.  451. 

A  contract  with  a  broker  for  six  months  to  sell  realty  provid- 
ing that,  **at  such  time  as  a  sale  shall  be  effected,*'  a  commis- 
sion shall  be  paid,  does  not  entitle  the  broker  to  a  commission 
on  a  sale  by  the  owner,  unassisted  by  the  broker,  within  the 
time  named.  Davis  v.  Van  Tassel,  107  N.  Y.  S.  910.  Employ- 
ing a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  real  estate,  payment 
of  commissions  to  be  made,  **as  soon  as  a  deal  is  made  for 
making  such  contract  or  deal,"  citing  owner  to  a  prospective 
buyer,  or  being  instrumental  in  any  manner  whatever,  provided 
for  a  commission  on  making  a  sale  or  producing  a  purchaser. 
McDermoii  v.  MaJioney,  115  N.  W.  32,  106  N.  W.  925,  139  Iowa, 
292,  affirmed.  Finding  a  customer,  with  whom  the  principal 
concludes  a  contract  of  purchase,  does  not  give  any  right  to 
commissions,  unless  the  broker  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
transaction.  Quimby  v.  Tedford,  4  Colo.  App.  210,  35  P.  276; 
Anderson  v.  Smythe,  1  Colo.  App.  253,  28  P.  478;  Babcock  v. 


18  AMERICAN  LAW  REAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

Merritt,  1  Colo.  App.  84,  27  P.  882;  Neufeld  v.  Oren,  60  111. 
App.  350;  Watia  v.  Howard,  51  111.  App.  243;  Clark  v.  Nesder^ 
50  111.  App.  550;  Collier  v.  Johnson,  23  Ky.  L.  R.  2453,  67  S. 
W.  830;  Taylor  v.  Martin,  109  La.  137,  33  S.  112;  Studer  v. 
Byson,  92  Minn.  388,  100  N.  W.  90 ;  Francis  v.  Eddy,  49  Minn. 
447,  52  N.  W.  42;  Catkcart  v.  Bacon,  47  Minn.  34,  49  N.  W. 
331;  Putnam  v.  Hou^e,  39  Minn.  363,  40  N.  W.  258;  Armstrofig 
V.  Wah7X,  29  Minn.  126,  12  N.  W.  345 ;  McCrary  v.  Kellogg,  106 
Mo.  App.  597,  81  S.  W.  465;  Crowley  v.  Somerville,  70  Mo. 
App.  376;  Ramsey  v.  West,  31  Mo.  App.  676;  Frenzer  v.  Lee 
(Neb.  Sup.  '02),  90  N.  W.  914;  Wylie  v.  Marine  Nat.  Bk,,  61  N. 
Y.  415 ;  Phiimey  v.  Chesebro,  87  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  409,  84  N.  Y.  S. 
449 ;  Johnson  v.  Lord,  54  N.  Y.  S.  922,  35  App.  Div.  325 ;  Ware 
V.  Dos  Passos,  4  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  32,  38  N.  Y,  S.  673 ;  WooUey  v. 
Buhler,  73  Hun,  158,  25  N.  Y.  S.  1045;  South  v.  Seattle,  etc., 
B.  Co.,  72  Hun,  202,  25  N.  Y.  S.  368;  Hay  v.  Piatt,  66  Hun, 
488,  21  N.  Y.  S.  362 ;  White  v.  Twitchings,  26  Hun,  503 ;  Mara- 
cella  V.  Odell,  3  Daly  (N.  Y.),  123;  Harris  v.  Boertnell,  2  Daly 
(N.  Y.),  189;  Woods  v.  Barton,  47  N.  Y.  S.  184,  21  Misc.  326; 
Randruff  v.  Schrocder.  46  N.  Y.  S.  943,  21  Misc.  52;  Burke  v. 
Pfeffer,  68  N.  Y.  S.  799,  34  Misc.  774;  Brown  v.  Shelton  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '93),  23  S.  W.  483.    See  also  Sec.  446. 

A  letter  written  to  a  broker  advising  him  that  if  he  could 
purchase  certain  described  real  estate  the  signer  thought  he 
would  be  ready  to  purchase  the  same  on  the  succeeding  ^Ion- 
day  at  a  specified  price  was  not  a  sufficient  note  or  memorandum 
of  a  contract  to  employ  a  broker  to  purchase  the  property  re- 
quired by  Civil  Code,  section  1624.  Logan  v.  McMvllen,  4  Cal. 
App.  154,  87  P.  285. 

A  broker  mailed  to  his  client  a  blank  contract  of  employment 
for  his  signature,  containing  the  price,  terms  of  sale,  and  a 
stipulation  for  five  per  cent,  commissions  The  owner  did  not 
sign  the  contract,  but  wrote  that  the  broker  might  sell  to  any 
person  not  an  Armenian.  Held,  that  the  owner's  reply  was  an 
express  acceptance  of  each  of  the  terms  of  the  contract  sub- 
mitted, including  the  rate  of  commission.  Baird  v.  Loescher,  98 
P.  49  (Cal.  App.  '08 ^. 

Defendant  having,  before  acceptance,  withdrawn  his  ofifer  for 
the  purchase  of  land  carried  by  plaintiff  on  his  books  for  sale 
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for  the  owner,  no  promise  or  word  with  reference  to  the  pay- 
ment of  commissions  by  defendant  being  shown,  is  not  liable 
for  commissions.    Donnelly  v.  Cheiejian,  115  N.  Y.  S.  125. 

Sec.  18.    Authority   conferred   on   real    estate   broken   and 
agents. 

One  buying  from  a  non-resident  owner,  through  a  real  es- 
tate broker,  is  bound  to  ascertain  his  authority  and  the  corre- 
spondence by  which  it  is  established.  Merritt  v.  Wasenich,  49 
Fed.  7Si);  Sullivant  v.  Jahren,  71  Kan.  127,  79  P.  1071;  Mechem 
on  Ag.,  sees.  276,  288,  290.  Authority  to  negotiate  a  sale  to 
one  person,  on  particular  terms,  is  insufficient  to  authorize  a 
subsequent  sale  to  a  different  person.  Graves  v.  Horton,  38 
Minn.  66,  35  N.  W.  568 ;  compare  Smith  v.  May  field,  60  III.  App. 
266.  A  letter  from  a  principal  is  sufficient  authority  for  the  • 
agent  to  sell  according  to  its  terras.  Stadelmnn  v.  'Fitzgerald, 
14  Neb.  290;  Montgomery  v.  Amster  (T.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W. 
307 ;  West  V.  Mills,  82  N.  Y.  S.  473,  83  App.  Div.  629 ;  Johnson 
V.  Huher  (Kan.  Sup.  '09),  103  P.  99.  Authority  to  sell  for  cash 
and  time  does  not  warrant  a  sale  for  more  cash  and  less  time. 
Speer  v.  Craig,  16  Colo.  478,  27  Pac.  891 ;  Taylor  v.  Read  (Tex. 
C.  A.  '08),  113  S.  W.  191.  Authority  to  sell  for  half  cash  is 
complied  with  by  a  sale  for  cash  on  delivery  of  the  deed.  With* 
erell  v.  Murphy,  147  Mass.  417,  18  N.  E.  215.  Without  special 
authority  an  agent  to  collect  rents  can  not  pay  a  debt  of  his 
principal.  Phillips  v.  Bclden,  2  Edw.  (N.  Y.)  Ch.  1.  Author- 
ity  to  locate  and  survey  land  confers  no  authority  to  sell.  Moore 
V.  Lockett,  2  Bibb.  (Ky.)  67.  Authority  to  sell  and  convey 
lands  for  cash,  includes  authority  in  the  agent  to  receive  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money.  Yerhy  v.  Grigshy,  9  Leigh.  (Va.) 
387.  Compare  HalseU  v.  Renfretc,  14  Okl.  674,  78  Pae.  118, 
affirmed  202  U.  S.  287.  Authority  to  make  contracts  for  the 
sale  of  lands  authorized  the  agent  to  receive  so  much  money 
as  is  paid  in  hand  on  the  sale,  as  an  incident  to  the  power  of 
sale.     Yerby  v.  Grigsby,  9  Leigh  fVa.),  387. 

An  agent  to  sell  lands  on  credit  has  no  authority  to  receive 
payment,  nor  before  due,  nor  in  anything  but  money.  Mann 
V.  Robinson,  19  W.  Va.  49.  An  agent  has  no  authority  to  give 
an  extension  of  time  to  the  purchaser  to  make   a  payment. 
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Oerrish  v.  Maker,  70  111.  470.  Authority  to  employ  lawyers 
to  secure  the  right  and  title  of  the  principal  to  certain  land, 
does  not  authorize  a  conveyance  of  half  of  the  land  to  them 
for  their  services  and  for  their  agreeing  to  provide  for  the  ex- 
penses of  a  suit  to  confirm  the  title,  and,  in  case  of  success, 
to  pay  to  them  a  certain  sum  in  addition.  Blum  v.  Robertson^ 
24  Cal.  128.  An  agent  appointed  to  rent  and  care  for  real 
estate  has  no  authority,  in  his  own  name,  to  recover  possession 
from  the  holder  of  a  tax  title.  McHenry  v.  Painter,  58  Iowa, 
365.  An  agent  authorized  to  enter  into  a  written  contract  for 
the  sale  of  real  estate  can  not  enter  into  a  verbal  agreement 
therefor.  Barmig  v.  Peirce,  5  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  548.  To  sell 
in  lots  does  not  authorize  a  sale  otherwise,  and,  if  made,  the 
same  will  be  set  aside.     Rice  v.  Tavcnier,  8  Minn.  248. 

The  receipt  of  an  agent,  authorized  to  sell  and  convey  land, 
who  enters  into  a  contract  for  his  principal  with  a  put^haser, 
binds  his  principal.  Peck  v.  Harriott,  6  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  146. 
Authority  of  an  agent  to  sell  a  lot  for  $5,500  net,  does  not 
support  a  sale  for  $5,500  gross,  made  nine  months  after  when 
the  property  has  greatly  advanced  in  value.  Wassweyler  v. 
Martin,  78  Wis.  59,  46  N.  W.  890;  Colvin  v.  BUmchard,  106 
S.  W.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W)  323;  Schmidt  v.  Chittenden,  98 
P.  48  (Cal.  App.  '08).  A  letter  from  a  principal  to  his  agent 
stating,  "I  am  glad  you  have  sold  the  88  acres;  now,  .sell  the 
40,'*  is  not,  under  the  Missouri  statute,  an  authorization  in 
writing  for  the  sale  of  the  additional  forty  acres.  Johnson  v. 
Fecht,  185  Mo.  335,  83  S.  W.  1077.  And  a  letter  by  a  principal 
to  his  agent  stating,  **I  am  just  in  receipt  of  your  favor  of 
the  5th  inst.  regarding  sale  of  the  40-acre  tract  of  land,  and 
in  reply  would  say  as  follows:  Have  deed  made  out  and  sent 
to  me  for  signing,  as  I  can  not  say  definitely  when  I  will  be 
able  to  return,''  etc.,  the  letter  of  the  agent  replied  to,  without 
disclosing  the  name  of  the  proposed  vendee,  stated  that  the 
agent  had  sold  the  forty  acres  on  the  south  side  of  the  railroad 
for  $1,000,  and  that  ''this  completes  the  sale  of  the  whole  tract 
for  $4,000,"  and  concluded  by  asking  whether  they  should  send 
the  deed  to  be  executed,  or  whether  he  would  soon  be  home. 
Held,  That  the  principal's  letter  was  insufficient  to  constitute  a 
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-written  ratification  of  the  sale.  Johnson  V.  Fecht,  185  Mo.  335, 
83  S.  W.  1077. 

A  contract  of  sale  executed  by  a  broker  under  stale  authority 
will  not  be  specifically  enforced.  Hall  v.  Oambrill,  92  Fed.  32, 
34  C.  C.  A.  190.  An  agreement  by  a  broker  to  give  a  pur- 
chaser possession  in  ninety  days  was  beyond  the  scope  of  his 
authority.  Hopkins  v.  Everly,  150  Pa.  St.  117,  24  A.  624,  30 
Weekly  Notes  Cas.  393.  Power  to  sell  any  or  all  of  constitu- 
ent's real  estate,  authorizes  the  sale  of  that  acquired  subse- 
quently. Fay  V.  Winchester,  4  Mete.  (Mass.)  513;  Burkey  v. 
Judd^  22  Minn.  287.  Power  to  sell  all  land  the  principal  has 
not  conveyed,  authorizes  the  sale  of  that  sold  but  not  con- 
veyed. Mitchell  V.  Maupin,  3  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  185.  In  Illi- 
nois a  power,  not  under  seal,  will  authorize  the  attorney  to 
sell  but  not  to  convey  the  land.  Watson  v.  Sherman^  84  111. 
263,  267.  A  broker  authorized  to  sell,  partly  for  cash  and 
partly  on  time,  has  discretion  to  determine  the  amount  of  the 
cash  payment.  Taylor  v.  Cox  (Tex.  Supreme  *87),  7  S.  W.  69. 
If  an  agent  be  authorized  in  fact,  though  inoperative  in  law  to 
bind  his  principal,  no  recovery  can  be  had  against  the  agent. 
Thomson  v.  Davenport,  2  Smith's  L.  C.  366;  Walker  v.  Bk.  of 
St.  N,  Y.,  9  N.  Y.  582 ;  Sheffield  v.  Ladue,  16  Minn.  388 ;  Duncan 
V.  Mies,  32  111.  532;  Scery  v.  Socks,  29  111.  313;  Abbey  v. 
Chase,  6  Cush,  (Mass.)  54;  Leronx  v.  Brown,  12  C.  B.  (Eng.) 
801;  Aspimvall  v.  Torrence,  1  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  381;  Smont  v. 
Illory,  10  M.  &  W.  (Eng.)  1.  The  mere  insertion  in  an  instru- 
ment, without  consideration,  that  it  is  irrevocable,  is  inopera- 
tive. Walker  v.  Denlson,  86  111.  162.  Authority,  in  writing, 
left  with  an  agent  after  revocation  may,  by  its  exercise,  bind 
the  principal  as  to  third  persons  without  notice.  Beard  v.  Kirk, 
11  N.  H.  397. 

A  sale  by  a  broker  at  $1,500,  one  month  after  he  said  he 
could  not  sell  at  that  price  and  asked  for  lower  terms,  was 
without  authority.  Matthews  v.  Sowle,  12  Neb.  398.  Abbrevia- 
tions u.sed  in  the  authority  to  an  agent,  easily  understood  by 
those  familiar  with  land  titles,  did  not  make  the  authority  void 
for  uncertainty.  Meline  v.  Rxifflno,  129  Cal.  514,  62  P.  93. 
A  letter  to  an  agent  to  sell  real  estate,  the  buyer  to  pay  the 
commissions,  is  sufficient  authority  to  sell  on  the  terms  stated.  > 
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Weaver  v.  Snively,  73  Xeb.  35,  102  X.  W.  77.  Proof  of  au- 
thority  to  make  a  loan  does  not  give  authority  to  collect  the 
principal  or  interest.  Ortmeier  v.  Ivory,  208  111.  577,  70  N.  E. 
665.  Ordinarily  the  authority  of  an  agent  terminates  on  the 
death  of  the  principal.  Kyle  v.  Oaffy  105  'Mo.  App.  672,  78  S. 
W.  1047.  A  real  estate  agent  is  bound  by  the  precise  terras 
of  his  contract,  and  the  principal  is  not  bound  by  departures 
therefrom.  Balkene  v.  Smrle,  116  Iowa,  374,  89  N.  W.  1087; 
Campbell  v.  Chase  (Kan.  Sup.  '08),  96  P.  949;  In  re  Fairmount 
Cab  Co.  (Com.  PL),  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  R.  201;  Hagler  v.  Ferguson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  111  S.  W.  673;  Jones  v.  Halleday.  2 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  279.  A  contract,  in  writing,  was  held  to 
be  insufficient  in  failing  to  state  the  amount  of  the  commissions 
to  be  paid  to  the  broker.  Zimmerman  v.  Zahender,  164  Ind. 
466,  73  N.  E.  920;  Foote  v.  Bobbins,  50  Wash.  277,  97  P.  103. 

In  New  York  a  contract  to  sell  real  estate  signed  by  a  son, 
by  direction  of  the  father,  was  held  insufficient  to  confer  au- 
thority upon  the  broker.  Cohen  v.  Bocciizzio,  86  N.  Y.  S.  187, 
42  ]Misc.  544.  Compare  Sec.  74.  A  contract  of  sale  made  by  an 
agent  in  excess  of  his  authority  is  not  binding  on  his  prin- 
cipal. Strong  v.  Ross.  33  Ind.  App.  586,  71  N.  E.  918;  Staten 
v.  Hammer,  121  Iowa,  499,  96  N.  W.  964;  Fleming  v.  Burke, 
122  Iowa,  433,  98  X.  W.  288;  Hagler  v.  Ferguson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '08),  111  S.  W.  673. 

A  broker  has  no  implied  authority  to  bind  the  principal  by 
signing  a  contract  of  sale,  nor  to  fix  the  terms,  nor  materially 
to  change  the  terms  without  the  principal's  consent.  Sullivant 
V.  Jahren,  71  Kan.  127,  79  P.  1071;  Larson  v.  O'Hara,  107  N. 
W.  821,  98  Minn.  71 ;  Hardizer  v.  Columbia,  50  Wash.  405,  97 
P.  790;  Hutchins  v.  Westheimer,  51  Wash.  539,  99  P.  577.  An 
agent  \i\  whose  hands  lands  are  placed  for  sale,  is  not  thereby 
authorized  to  sign  a  contract  of  sale.  Jon^s  v.  Howard,  234  111. 
404,  84  N.  E.  1041 ;  Rowland  v.  Hall,  106  N.  Y.  S.  55,  121  App. 
Div.  459;  Keim  v.  O'Reilly,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  418,  34  A.  1073;  Stenr 
gel  V.  Sergeant  (X.  J.  Eq.),  '08,  68  A.  1106;  Ettinger  v.  Weath- 
erhead,  29  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  137;  Gault  Lumber  Co.  v.  Pyles 
(Okla.  Supreme  '07^  92  P.  175;  Colvin  v.  Blanchard  (Texas 
Supreme  W),  106  S.  W.  323;  Watson  v.  Milliken,  27  App.  (D. 
C.j  500;  Syllisin  v.  Hanson,  48  Wash,  608,  94  P.  187;  Flyal 
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V.  Bowling  (Or.  Sup.  W),  102  P.  178;  lAght  v.  Daggett  (S.  D. 
Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  862;  Lawson  v.  King  (Wash.  Sup.  '09), 
104  P.  1118. 

A  broker  to  sell  lands  has  no  authority  to  collect  or  to  re- 
ceive the  purchase  price;  and  a  purchaser  who  pays  him,  with- 
out asking  for  his  written  authority,  does  so  at  his  risk.  Halsell 
V.  Kenfrow,  14  Okla.  674,  78  P.  118,  aflf 'd  202  U.  S.  287.  Compare 
Yerhy  v.  Grigsby,  9  Leigh  (Va.),  387.  Authority  to  a  broker 
to  sell  and  bind  the  owner  by  a  contract  must  be  certain  and 
specific  as  to  terms  and  description.  Oault  Lumber  Co.  v.  Pyles 
(Okla.  Supreme  '07),  92  P.  175.  Authority  to  sell  land  for 
cash  and  on  long  time  did  not  authorize  the  broker  to  make 
the  notes  for  deferred  payments  -payable  on  or  before  certain 
dates.  Cclvin  v.  Blanchard  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  106  S.  W. 
323.  Authority,  in  writing,  to  sell  for  $19,000,  to  net  the  owner 
$18,000,  was  held  to  authorize  the  agent  to  execute  a  contract 
of  sale.  Id.  A  broker  authorized  to  sell  for  $8,000,  $3,000  cash, 
is  entitled  to  commissions  on  finding  one  willing  to  pay  cash 
on  delivery  of  the  deed.    Ooss  v.  Broom,  31  Minn.  484. 

In  the  absence  of  special  authority  a  broker  has  no  power 
to  conclude  a  contract  for  the  purchase  and  sale  of  lands.  Ham- 
ilton V.  Cutts,  6  Mackey  (D.  C),  208;  Byan  v.  McOee,  2  Mackey 
(D.  C),  17;  Coleman  v.  Garrigue,  17  Barber  (N.  Y.),  60;  Hal' 
sey  V.  Monterio,  92  Va.  581,  24  S.  E.  258;  McCuUough  v.  Hitch- 
cock, 71  Conn.  4ffl,  42  A.  81 ;  Campbell  v.  Gallotvay,  148  Ind. 
440,  47  N.  E.  818;  Balkeme  v.  Scarles,  116  Iowa,  374,  89  N. 
W.  1087;  Dickman  v.  Updike  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.  '01),  49  A. 
712;  Armstrong  v.  Lowe,  76  Cal.  616,  18  P.  758;  Jones  v.  Halla- 
day,  2  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  277;  Mannix  v.  Hildreth,  2  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  259;  Roach  v.  Coe,  1  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  T.),  175:  Brand- 
mp  V.  Briiton,  11  N.  D.  376,  92  N.  W.  453;  Carstens  v.  Mc- 
Reavy,  1  Wash.  359  25  P.  471 ;  Keim  v.  Lindley,  54  N.  J.  Eq. 
418,  30  A.  1063. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  is  not 
authorized  to  execute  a  contract  of  sale  in  behalf  of  his  prin- 
cipal; his  authority  is  limited  to  the  power  of  finding  a  pur- 
chaser satisfactory  to  the  principal,  where  there  is  no  stipula- 
tion, express  or  implied,  to  the  contrary,  Rutenberg  v.  Madn, 
47  Cal.  213;  Bundle  v.  Cutting,  18  Colo.  337,  32  P.  994;  Malone 
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V.  McCullough,  15  Colo.  460,  24  P.  1040;  Johnson  v.  Dodge, 
17  111.  433;  Gilbert  v.  Baxter,  71  Iowa,  327,  32  N.  W.  364; 
Siillman  v.  Fitzgerald,  37  Minn.  186,  33  N.  W.  564;  Scull  v. 
Brontinu,  55  N.  J.  Eq.  489,  37  A.  740;  O'Reilly  v.  Keim,  54 
N.  J.  Eq.  418,  34  A.  1073;  Edwards  v.  Davidson.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '04),  79  S.  W.  48;  A'mwfr  v.  Blair.  88  Va.  456,  13  S.  E. 
914;  Dams  v.  Oordon,  87  Va.  559,  13  S.  E.  35. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  power  to  sign  the  name  of  the 
principal  may  be  given  verbally,  the  words  used  for  the  pur- 
pose should  be  distinct  and  clear  in  their  meaning  and  import, 
and  should,  with  the  requisite  degree  of  certainty,  manifest 
the  intention  of  the  principal  to  do  something  more  than  merely 
to  employ  a  broker.    Dulfy  v.  Jlohson,  40  Cal.  240. 

Where  an  agent  is  employed  to  secure  a  purchaser  for  real 
estate  within  a  certain  time,  for  certain  commissions,  he  can 
not  recover  unless  he  furnishes  a  purchaser  within  that  time. 
Ice  V.  Maxwell,  61  West  Va.  9,  55  S.  E.  899. 

Laws  of  1893,  p.  161,  provides  that  in  cities  of  300,000  in- 
habitants or  more,  any  person  who  shall  offer  for  sale  any  real 
property,  without  the  written  authority  of  the  owner  of  such 
property,  etc.,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.  De- 
fendants, husband  and  wife,  at  plaintiff's  request,  delivered 
to  plaintiff  a  written  option  prepared  by  defendants,  whereby 
they  agreed  to  sell  certain  property  for  a  given  price  and  on 
the  day  following,  defendant's  wife,  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty, offered  in  writing  to  pay  plaintiff  a  certain  commission 
on  a  sale  at  the  price  named,  lleld^  that  the  two  writings,  when 
construed  together,  authorized  plaintiff  to  sell  the  property. 
Holhrook'Blacktvell  B.  E,  Co,  v.  Ilartman,  128  Mo.  App.  228, 
106  S.  W.  1115. 

The  ordinary  authority  of  a  real  estate  agent  to  sell  land 
is  simply  to  find  a  purchaser,  he  having  no  power  to  bind  his 
principal  by  a  contract  of  sale,  unless  it  appears  that  it  was 
intended  to  confer  upon  him  such  additional  authority.  Stem-^ 
ler  V.  Bass,  153  Cal.  79,  96  P.  809;  Weatherhead  v.  Ettinger, 
78  O.  S.  104,  84  N.  E.  598;  Foss  Inv,  Co,  v.  Ater,  49  Wash. 
446,  95  P.  1017. 

Ordinarily  a  broker  has  no  implied  authority  to  buy  or  sell 
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the  property  of  another  in  his  own  name.     Reed  v.  Lights  170 
Ind.  550,  85  N.  E.  9. 

Though  the  expression  *'to  sell"  is  sometimes  used  in  tlie 
sense  of  an  executed  contract  of  sale,  or  an  agreement  to  sell, 
as  defined  by  Civil  Code,  Sec.  1727,  the  expression,  when  used 
in  a  contract  giving  a  real  estate  broker  the  exclusive  right 
"to  seir*  real  estate,  has  aenuired  n  restricted  meaning,  and, 
standing  alone,  the  words  **to  sell"  are  not  sufficient  to  au- 
thorize the  broker  to  enter  into  a  contract  of  sale  binding  the 
owner.    Bacon  v.  Davis,  9  Cal.  App.  65,  98  P.  71. 

Where  a  broker's  contract  of  authority  authorized  him  to 
negotiate  for  a  sale  of  the  lands  in  question  at  $5  per  acre  for 
thirty  days,  and  the  owners  bound  themselves  to  execute  good 
conveyances  to  such  purchasers  as  the  broker  might  produce,  on 
payment  of  the  price,  the  term  ** negotiate"  imported  authority 
on  the  part  of  the  broker  to  make  a  binding  sale  agreement  and 
the  contract  therefore  did  not  limit  the  authority  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser ready  and  able  to  pay  the  price.  Combes  v.  Adams^  63 
S.  E.  186;  Comhcs  v.  Stewart,  150  N.  C.  64 

An  agent  employed  to  sell  real  estate,  and  not  authorized  to 
execute  a  contract  of  sale  or  an  instrument  of  conveyance,  is 
only  an  agent  to  find  a  buyer.  Manker  v.  Tough  (Kan.  Sup. 
'08),  98  P.  792. 

Where  before  the  time  limited  for  selling  the  property  ex- 
pired, the  broker  requested  an  extension  of  time,  which  the 
principal  refused,  the  fact  that  in  doing  so  he  stated  to  the 
broker  that  he  hoped  that  he  would  sell  the  property,  and  that 
he  would  be  glad  to  assist  him,  did  not  confer  an  authority 
upon  the  broker  to  sell  the  property  after  the  expiration  of  the 
time  limited.  La  Force  v.  Wash.  Univ.,  106  Mo.  App.  '517, 
81  S.  W.  209. 

Under  the  Code  defining  **seU"  as  a  contract  by  which  one 
engages  for  a  price  to  transfer  to  another  a  certain  thing,  etc., 
an  instrument  executed  by  an  owner  employing  a  broker  to 
procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  which  recites  that  in  con- 
sideration of  the  services  of  the  broker  the  owner  authorizes 
him  **to  sell  for  me,  in  my  name,  and  receipt  for  deposit  there- 
on," for  a  specified  time,  the  property  described,  for  a  price 
fixed,  and  agrees  to  **sell  and  convey  by  a  good  .  .  .  grant," 
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etc.,  gives  the  broker  authority  to  contract  for  the  sale  to  a 
purchaser  procured  by  him.  Bacon  v.  Davis,  9  Cal.  App.  65, 
98  P.  71. 

Where  a  broker's  contract  of  authority  authorized  him  to 
negotiate  for  a  sale  of  the  land  in  question  at  $5  per  acre  for 
thirty  days,  and  the  owners  bound  themselves  to  execute  good 
conveyances  to  such  purchasers  as  the  brokers  might  produce, 
on  payment  of  the  price,  the  term  ** negotiate"  imported  au- 
thority on  the  part  of  the  brokers  to  make  a  binding  contract 
of  sale,  and  the  contract  did  not  therefore  limit  their  authority 
to  finding  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  pay  the  price. 
Combes  v.  Adams,  150  N.  C.  64,  63  S.  E.  186. 


CHAPTEE  III. 

SECTION.  SECTION. 

19.  A^fMfum    pactum,    n    contract  constituent   of    an    enforce- 

to  be  effective  must  be  based  able  contract. 

upon  a  consideration.  22.     Revocation       of       authority 

20.  Unilateral  contracts.  granted  to  the  agent. 

21.  Consideration  as  an  essential  23.     Repudiation  or   rescission   of 

the  contract. 

Sec.  19.    Nudum  pactum,  a  contract  to  be  effective  must  be 
baaed  upon  a  consideration. 

A  contract  by  a  person  having  no  interest  in  the  transaction, 
to  pay  a  commission  if  a  sale  is  effected,  is  void,  unless  sup- 
ported by  a  consideration.  Smyth  v.  McLck^  19  N.  Y.  S.  347,  64 
Hun,  639.  Release  of  an  existing  indebtedness  for  conmiissions, 
due  in  a  mutual  contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  is  a  new  contract 
and  must  be  based  on  a  consideration,  and  an  oral  statement 
by  the  agent  that  he  claims  no  commissions  is  not  therefore 
sufficient  to  show  a  release.  Metcalfe  v.  Kent,  104  Iowa,  487, 
73  N.  W.  1037;  McComb  v.  Von  Ellert.  27  N.  Y.  S.  372,  7  Misc. 
R.  59.    See  also  Sec.  788. 

Where  A,  without  any  existing  employment,  exhibits  a  house 
to  one  who  rents  from  the  owner,  a  promise  by  the  owner,  made 
thereafter,  to  pay  A  for  his  services,  is  without  consideration. 
Sharp  V.  Hooper  (N.  J.  Sup.  '06),  64  A.  989 ;  Bagnole  v.  Madden, 
69  A.  967,  76  N.  J.  L.  255;  Wolverton  v.  Tuttle,  51  Ore.  501, 
94  P.  961. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  effect  an  exchange  of  prop- 
erties and  has  earned  his  commissions  by  obtaining  a  valid  agree- 
ment therefor,  an  agreement  subsequently  made  to  claim  no 
commissions,  unless  deeds  pass  or  his  client's  title  proves  un- 
marketable, is  without  consideration.  Moshowitz  v.  Hornberger, 
46  N.  Y.  S.  462,  20  Misc.  Rep.  558;  Rohkohl  v.  Sussman,  113  N. 

Y.  S.  586,  61  Misc.  246.    See  also  Sec.  788. 

27 
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A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  an  exchange  of 
properties,  where  he  did  nothing,  and  does  not  show  that  he 
was  excused  from  rendering  services.  Walton  v.  McMorrow,  39 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  667,  57  N.  Y.  S.  691.  The  mere  insertion  in 
an  instrument  that  it  is  irrevocable,  is  without  consideration 
and  inoperative.  MValJccr  v.  Denlson,  86  III.  162.  An  agree- 
ment* by  an  agent,  through  misstatement,  to  reduce  his  com- 
missions was  held  to  be  without  consideration.  Dayton  v.  Am. 
Steel' Range  Co,,  73  N.  Y.  S.  316,  79  N.  Y.  S.  1130,  76  App. 
Div.  454,  36  Misc.  R.  223.  An  agreement  to  pay  an  agent  two 
and  one-half  per  cent,  on  sales  made  by  the  vendor  is  without 
consideration.  Wright  v.  Fulling,  93  N.  Y.  S.  228,  104  App. 
Div.  49.    Compare  Sec.  42. 

A  promise  made  under  an  erroneous  belief  to  pay  a  com- 
mission is  without  consideration,  no  service  having  been  ren- 
dered, and  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  recover.  Bellesheim  v. 
Palm,  66  N.  Y.  S.  273,  54  App.  Div.  77. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  the  reasonable  value 
of  his  services,  and  there  was  no  airreement  that  such  value 
should  be  fixed  by  defendant,  at  least  until  after  th?  services 
had  been  performed,  such  a  stipulation  was  unilateral,  with- 
out consideration,  and  not  enforceable.  Walker  Mfg.  Co,  v. 
Knox,  136  Fed.  334,  69  C.  C.  A.  160. 

Where  an  owner  of  land  revoked  an  agent's  authority  to 
sell,  and  told  the  agent  that  he  would  be  taken  care  of  as  if 
he  had  made  the  sale,  and  the  owner  then  made  a  sale  through 
his  own  efforts,  the  promise  to  the  broker  was  without  consid- 
eration. Cronin  v.  American  Securities  Co,  (Ala.  Sup.  '09), 
50  S.  915. 

Sec.  20.    Unilateral  contracts. 

Although  an  agreement  signed  by  a  real  estate  owner  to 
pay  an  agent  a  certain  commission  in  the  event  that  the  owner 
shall  make  a  sale  is  a  unilateral  contract,  and  invalid  on  its 
face,  yet  where  the  agent  goes  to  the  expense  of  advertising 
and  endeavoring  to  sell,  this  is  a  sufficient  partial  performance 
to  render  it  enforceable.  Lapham  v.  Flint ,  86  Minn.  376,  90 
N.  W.  780;  Schoenman  v.  Whitt,  136  Wis.  332,  117  N.  W.  851. 

Where  defendant  was  authorized  by  the  owner  of  land  to 
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fiell  it  and  agreed  to  share  the  commissions  with  the  plaintiff, 
in  case  the  latter  found  a  purchaser,  the  contract  was  unilateral, 
and  binding:  on  neither  party  until  the  plaintiff  found  a  pur- 
chaser. Wefel  V.  Stillman,  151  Ala.  249,  44  S.  203.  See  also 
Sec.  397. 

A  contract  by  the  owner  to  pay  another  a  commission  on  a 
sale  of  property,  whether  effected  by  the  owner  or  agent,  is  a 
unilateral  contract,  and  where  the  owner  unaided  in  any  way 
by  the  agent,  effects  a  sale,  the  agent  can  not  recover  commis- 
sions; but  if  the  agent  effects  the  sale  his  commissions  are  re- 
coverable. Taylor  v.  Barhour,  90  Miss.  885,  44  S.  988;  Hum- 
phries &  J.  V.  amithy  5  Ga.  App.  340,  63  S.  E.  248. 

Sec.  21.    Oonsidention  as  aa  essential  constituent  of  an  en- 
forceable contract. 

Where  one  employs  another  as  agent  to  sell  land,  the  con- 
tract is  based  upon  a  sufficient  consideration.  Roivan  v.  Hull, 
55  W.  Va.  335,  47  S.  E.  92 ;  Oilmore  v.  Samuels  CKy.  Ct.  App. 
'09),  123  S.  W.  271.  The  lower  price  for  which  defendants 
secured  the  real  estate  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support 
an  agreement  to  pay  plaintiffs  a  certain  sum  as  commissions, 
in  order  to  obtain  the  property  at  the  price  for  which  the  owner 
was  willing  to  sell  it,  provided  he  was  relieved  from  the  pay- 
ment of  commissions,  the  owner  not  being  willing  to  sell  at 
that  price  unless  he  was  so  relieved.  Deitsch  v.  Feder,  86  N. 
T.  S.  802. 

An  agreement  made  by  a  broker  after  the  sale  to  wait  for 
the  payment  of  his  commissions  until  the  title  passed,  was  un- 
supported by  a  consideration.  Hough  v.  Balduriuy  99  X.  Y.  S. 
545,  50  Misc.  R.  546;  Shields  v.  Sierret  (N.  J.  Sup.  '09),  71 
A.  1129. 

In  States  requiring  a  written  contract  with  a  broker  to  sell 
real  estate,  a  subsequent  express  promise  to  pay  the  broker  a 
commission  is  without  consideration  to  support  an  oral  employ- 
ment. Stout  V.  Humphrey,  69  N  J.  Law  436.  55  A.  281 ;  Bag- 
noli  V.  Ma^lden,  76  N.  J.  L.  255,  69  A.  967. 

In  another  case  in  the  same  State,  it  was  held  that  where 
the  agent  advertised  the  property  for  sale  at  auction  and  se- 
cured the  services  of  an  auctioneer,  and  the  owner  sold  the 
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property  privately  and  promised  to  pay  the  agent  for  his  ser- 
vices, the  promise  was  based  upon  a  sufficient  consideration. 
Oriffith  V.  Daly,  56  N.  J.  Law  466,  29  A.  169. 

An  agent  desisting  from  efforts  to  sell,  upon  the  owner's 
promise  to  pay  commissions,  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
support  a  verdict  for  half  the  commissions.  Ware  v.  Kerivin, 
48  N.  Y.  S.  884,  24  App.  Div.  198.  Where  the  quantity  of  land 
fell  short  of  what  the  owner  supposed  he  possessed,  and  the 
broker  agreed  to  a  diminution  of  compensation,  the  agreement 
was  upon  a  sufficient  consideration.  Branson  v.  Blair,  44  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  43,  97  S.  W.  337.  A  broker  who  introduced  a 
prospective  buyer  to  the  owner  prior  to  his  employment  as  agent, 
and  the  owner  made  the  sale  himself,  was  held  not  entitled  to  a 
commission.  Bassford  v.  West,  124  Mo.  App.  248,  101  S.  W.  610; 
see,  also,  Sections  68  and  450.  A  release  of  an  existing  debt 
for  commissions  is  a  new  contract  and  must  be  based  on  a  con- 
sideration. Metcalfe  v.  Kent,  73  N.  W.  1037,  104  Iowa,  487. 
Where  a  broker,  requested  by  the  owner  of  property  to  find  a 
purchaser  at  a  certain  price,  showed  the  property  to  the  defend- 
ant, who  told  him  he  could  do  better  by  buying  it  himself  from 
the  owner,  and  if  he  bought  would  pay  the  broker  a  commission, 
the  promise  was  a  sufficient  consideration.  Abraham  v.  Ooldberg, 
25  N.  Y.  S.  1113,  6  Misc.  R.  43. 

A  contract  for  such  time  as  may  be  mutually  agreeable,  did 
not  bind  plaintiff  except  for  what  had  been  actually  done,  and 
a  subsequent  agreement  with  defendant  to  pay  a  different  rate 
for  effecting  the  sale  of  a  particular  property  was  upon  a  valid 
consideration.  Forbes  v.  Bushnell,  47  Minn.  402,  50  N.  W.  368. 
In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  of 
real  estate  to  the  United  States,  the  only  service  shown  by 
plaintiff  that  he  intensified  public  opinion  to  establish  a  military 
post  in  the  neighborhood,  was  held  to  be  an  insufficient  con- 
sideration to  support  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Com'l  Nat.  Bk, 
V.  Hawkins,  35  111.  App.  463. 

Sec.  22.    Bevocation  of  authority  granted  to  the  agent. 

If  a  broker  has  had  a  reasonable  time  to  find  a  purchaser,  the 
principal  may,  in  good  faith,  revoke  the  employment  without 
incurring  liability.     Blumenthal  v.   Ooodall,  89   Cal.   251,  26 
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P.  906;  Cottier  v.  Joh^ison,  23  Ky.  L.  B.  2453,  67  S.  W.  830; 
Cadigan  v.  Crabtree,  186  Mass.  7,  70  N.  E.  1033,  66  L.  R.  A.  982; 
Jayne  v.  Drake  (Miss.  Sup.  '06),  41  S.  372;  Kolb  v.  Bennett,  74 
Miss.  567 ;  Turner  v.  Snyder,  132  Mo.  App.  320,  111  S.  W.  858 ; 
Loving  v.  Hesperian  C,  Co,,  176  Mo.  330,  75  S.  W.  1095 ;  MiUer 
V.  Wehrman  (Xeb.  Sup.  '08),  115  N.  W.  1078;  Slater  v.  Holt, 
10  N.  Y.  St.  257;  .4660/*  v.  Hunt,  129  N.  C.  403,  40  S.  E.  119; 
Simpson  v.  Carson,  11  Oregon,  361,  8  P.  325;  Newton  v.  Conness 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  892;  Evans  v.  Oay,  38  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  442,  74  S.  W.  575 ;  Knox  v.  Parker,  2  Wash.  34,  25  P. 
909;  Roufa.n  v.  Hull,  55  W.  Va.  335,  47  S.  E.  92;  Cr(min  v. 
American  Securities  Co,  (Ala.  Sup.  '09),  50  S.  915. 

A  principal  revoking  the  agency  must  act  in  good  faith,  and 
not  for  the  purpose  of  evading  liability  for  the  broker's  services, 
Bailey  v.  Smith,  103  Ala.  641,  15  S.  900;  Uphof  v.  UlricK  2  111. 
App.  399 ;  Beelcr  v.  Cresswell,  3  Md.  196 ;  Cadigan  v.  Crabtree, 
186  Mass.  7,  70  X.  E.  1033,  SS  L.  R.  A.  982;  Alden  v.  EarU, 
56  N.  Y.  Super.  Court,  366,  4  N.  Y.  S.  548;  Neal  v.  Lehmani,  11 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  461,  34  S.  W.  153;  Peach  River  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Montgomery  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  115  S.  W.  87.  If  the  broker 
has  found  a  responsible  purchaser  before  the  receipt  of  the 
notice  of  revocation  the  principal  will  be  liable  on  his  contract 
for  commissions.  Tilden  v.  Smith  (S.  D.  Sup.  '10),  124  N.  W. 
841;  Montgomery  v.  Ainslie  fTex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W.  307; 
Cadigan  v.  Crahtree,  186  Mass.  7,  70  N.  E.  1033,  66  L.  R.  A.  982; 
Reishus-Remel  Ld.  Co.  v.  Benner,  91  Minn.  401,  98  N.  W.  186; 
Canadian  Imp.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  161  Fed.  279.  Power  to  revoke 
must  be  distinguished  from  the  right  to  revoke.  Mechem  on  Ag., 
Sec.  209. 

Where  the  only  instructions  given  to  an  agent  are  that  he 
shall  visit  a  certain  addition,  sell  some  lots  and  pay  the  sum 
demanded  as  part  of  the  price,  without  any  limitation  upon  his 
discretion,  the  principal  cannot  rescind  any  contract  made  by 
the  agent  for  the  purchase  of  lots,  or  recover  any  sum  paid  on 
account  thereof,  unless  a  failure  of  consideration,  a  defect  in  the 
title,  or  other  like  circumstance  bo  made  to  appear.  Boulder 
Inv.  Co.  V.  Fries,  31  P.  174;  2  Colo.  App.  373.  An  agency 
coupled  with  an  interest  is,  within  the  time  stated,  irrevocable. 
Bird  V.  PhiUips,  115  Iowa,  703,  87  N.  W.  414 ;  Stamets  v.  Denrw- 
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8071,  193  Pa.  St.  548,  44  A.  575.  The  death  of  the  principal  or  a 
partial  destruction  of  the  subject-matter  works  a  revocation. 
Cox  V.  Bowling,  54  Mo.  App.  289.  Also  the  principal's  disposi- 
tion of  his  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  agency.  Frazier 
V.  Cox  (Ky.  Ct.  App.  10),  125  S.  W.  148. 

A  contract  of  agency  cannot,  but  in  good  faith,  be  revoked 
before  the  expiration  of  the  time  allotted  and  the  principal 
escape  liability  to  the  broker.  Blumenthal  v.  Ooodall,  89  Cal. 
251,  26  P.  906;  Glover  v.  Henderson,  120  Mo.  367,  25  S.  W.  175; 
Stamets  v.  Dennison,  193  Pa.  St.  548;  compare  Harrison  v. 
Angerson,  115  111.  App.  226.  A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  com- 
missions on  a  sale  by  the  owner  of  real  estate  made  in  good  faith 
after  the  revocation  of  his  authority  to  one  with  whom  the 
broker  negotiated  before  the  time  expired.  Zeiner  v.  Antisell, 
75  Cal.  509,  17  P.  642;  Farrar  v.  Brodt,  35  111.  App.  617; 
Learned  v.  McCov,  4  Ind.  App.  238,  30  N.  E.  717;  Fuliz  v. 
Wi7ier,  34  Kan.  576,  9  P.  316;  Aniisdell  v.  Canfield,  119  Mich. 
229,  77  N.  W.  944;  LaForce  v.  Wash.  Uni,,  106  Mo.  App.  517,  81 
S.  W.  209 ;  Page  v.  Oriffiih,  71  Mo.  App.  524 ;  Gardner  v.  Pierce, 
116  N.  Y.  S.  155;  Beauehatnp  v.  Higgins,  20  Mo.  App.  514; 
Satiertwhaite  v.  Vrceland,  48  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  508,  3  Hun, 
152;  Neal  v.  Lehman,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  461,  34  S.  W.  153; 
Cardy  v.  Ruth,  100  N.  Y.  S.  1043, 115  App.  Div.  568, 103  N.  Y.  S. 
1121;  Newton  v.  Conness  (Tex.,  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  892; 
Siegel  v.  Rosenzweig,  114  N.  Y.  S.  179;  compare  Griswold  v. 
Pierce.  86  111.  App.  406,  et  ah,  Sec.  557. 

A  contract  of  agency  is  revoked  by  a  notice  of  the  exercise  of 
an  option  to  purchase.  Faraday  Coal  &  Coke  Co,  v,  Owens,  26 
Ky.  L.  R.  243,  80  S.  W.  1171.  A  vendee,  defrauded  by  his 
agent,  may  rescind  the  contract  of  sale  and  reclaim  the  money 
paid.  Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43  N.  J.  L.  288.  Where  defendant 
authorized  the  plaintiff  to  sell  his  farm  at  $50  an  acre,  a  letter 
of  plaintiff  desiring  a  modification  so  as  to  sell  at  $48  or  $49 
an  acre  did  not  operate  to  revoke  the  plaintiff's  first  authority. 
Fuller  v.  Brady,  22  111.  App.  174.  Acts  of  the  agent  after  a 
revocation  bind  the  principal  as  to  tliird  parties  without  notice. 
Murpliy  V.  Ottrvheimer,  84  111.  39;  Beard  v.  Kirk,  11  N.  H.  397; 
Hancock  v.  Byrne,  5  Dana  (Ky.),  514;  Lamoihe  v.  St.  Louis, 
etc,  Rl  Co.,  17  Mo.  204.    After  the  revocation  of  written  author- 
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Hy,  his  acts,  if  the  writing  be  left  in  the  hands  of  the  agent,  may 
bind  the  principal  by  the  agent's  exhibiting  the  instrument  as 
his  apparent  authority  to  parties  without  notice.  Beard  v.  Kirk, 
11  N.  H.  397;  Story  on  Ag.,  Sec.  470. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker,  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser 
for  a  farm,  procured  a  buyer  who  agreed  with  the  owner  on  the 
terms  of  sale,  and  the  buyer  was  given  to  a  fixed  date  to  pur- 
chase, unless  the  owner  sold  in  the  meantime,  before  the  time 
fixed  the  buyer  told  the  owner  that  he  would  not  buy  without 
also  procuring  adjacent  land,  which  he  could  not  do,  the  owner 
then  stated  to  the  buyer  that  the  matter  was  settled  between 
them,  and  later,  on  the  same  day,  the  buyer  told  the  owner  that 
he  would  take  the  farm  on  the  terms  agreed,  it  was  held  that 
the  broker  had  earned  his  commission,  though  no  sale  was  made, 
the  owner's  statement  to  the  buyer  not  constituting  a  revocation 
of  the  broker's  authority  to  procure  a  buyer.  SaUee  v.  McMur- 
ray,  113  Mo.  App.  253,  88  S.  W.  157;  compare  Bailey  v.  More- 
head,  122  Mo.  App.  268,  99  S.  W.  973. 

The  revocation  of  a  contract  with  an  agent  to  take  charge  of 
property,  rent  the  same  and  collect  the  rents,  before  any  rents 
were  collected,  made  the  principal  liable  to  compensate  the 
agent  for  the  services  rendered.  New  Kanawha  C.  i&  M,  Co.  v. 
Wright,  163  Ind.  529,  72  N.  E.  550.  Defendant  agreed  to  pay 
plaintiff  one  dollar  an  acre  for  finding  a  purchaser  for  a  certain 
farm  at  $37.50  per  acre;  after  introducing  a  purchaser,  but 
before  sale^  defendant  wrote  the  plaintiff  that  he  had  no  hopes 
of  making  a  sale  to  such  prospective  purchaser,  and  that  the 
owners  of  the  land  required  $35  net  per  acre,  which  price  had 
been  quoted  to  the  proposed  purchaser,  that  if  plaintiff  still 
desired  to  assist,  to  make  his  commissons  from  the  purchase 
price  over  $35  per  acre,  he  was  at  liberty  to  proceed,  otherwise 
the  arrangement  would  be  revoked ;  it  was  held  that  such  letter 
did  not  constitute  a  revocation  of  plaintiff's  authority  so  as  to 
deprive  Jiim  of  the  right  to  the  contract  commission,  on  the  sub- 
sequent consummation  of  a  sale  to  such  purchaser.  Provident 
Trust  Co.  V.  Darraugh,  168  Ind.  29,  78  N.  E.  1030. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  land  for  $75,000  at  a 
commission  of  $2,000,  and  after  he  had  introduced  a  purchaser 
his  authority  was  revoked  and  the  land  was  sold  by  his  employer 


34  AMERICAN   LAW   REAL'  ESTATE   AGENCY. 

for  $65,000,  the  broker  was  held  entitled  to  recover  only  his 
contract  commissions,  with  interest  thereon,  and  not  the  cus- 
tomary commissions,  or  the  reasonable  value  of  his  services. 
McGovern  v.  Bennett,  146  Mich.  558,  109  N.  W.  1055,  13  D.  L. 
N.  858 ;  see,  also,  Sec.  572.  The  fact  that  the  broker,  not  having 
an  exclusive  agency,  has  entered  into  a  contract  of  sale  on  dif- 
ferent terms,  of  which  the  principal  has  no  notice,  does  not 
affect  the  principal's  right  to  revoke  the  agency  through  a 
previous  sale  to  another.  Weisels-Gerhart  R,  E,  Co,  v.  Wain- 
Wright,  127  Mo.  App.  514,  105  S.  W.  1096. 

An  exclusive  agency,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  given  for  a 
period  of  sev^n  days,  was  revoked  by  notice  within  the  time, 
so  that  a  purchaser  who  bought  from  the  agfent  after  such 
revocation,  though  within  the  seven  days,  had  no  enforceable 
contract  of  sale,  the  agent,  however,  might  have  an  action 
against  his  principal  for  a  breach  of  the  contract.  Norton  v. 
Sjoiseth,  43  Wash.  327,  86  P.  573;  compare  Cadigan  v.  Crab- 
tree,  192  Mass.  233,  78  N.  E.  412.  In  a  well  considered  case  it 
was  held  that  a  revocation  in  fraud  of  a  broker's  rights  would 
not  amount  to  a  revocation.  Cadigwn  v.  Crahtree,  192  Mass.  233, 
78  N.  E.  412.  This,  however,  conflicts  with  the  doctrine  of  the 
owner's  power  to  revoke.    Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  209. 

•Defendant  signed  a  contract  reciting  a  sufficient  consideration 
by  which  he  authorized  plaintiffs,  as  his  agents,  to  sell  a  tract 
of  land  for  a  stated  price,  and  to  execute  a  binding  contract  in 
that  behalf.  Afterward,  defendant  wrote  plaintiffs  that  his  wife 
refused  to  sign  a  deed  for  such  price,  stating  that  they  might 
as  well  take  the  land  off  the  market.  To  this  plaintiff  replied, 
in  effect  assenting,  and  asking  for  defendant's  lowest  price  for 
the  land,  and  stating,  **"When  we  hear  from  you  we  will  see  what 
we  can  do."  Held,  that  by  such  letters  the  agency  was  entirely 
abrogated,  leaving  the  matter  at  large  for  new  negotiations  be- 
tween the  parties.    Lacey  v.  Thomas,  164  F.  623. . 

An  agreement  by  an  owner  of  premises,  upon  a  valirable  con- 
sideration, to  extend  the  time  within  which  the  broker  might 
sell,  to  such  time  as  the  broker  could  get  a  prospective  purchaser 
to  bind  itself  to  buy  cannot  be  cancelled  by  the  owner,  without  the 
broker's  consent,  so  long  as  negotiations  are  going  on  between 
the  broker  and  the  prospective  purchaser  with  a  prospect  of 
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eventual  sale  within  a  reasonable  time.  Luhn  v.  Fordtran  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '09),  115  S.  W.  667,  writ  of  error  denied  by  Supreme 
Court.  The  dissolution  of  a  partnership  will  operate  as  a  revoca- 
tion of  the  power  to  sell ;  but  a  mere  change  in  the  name  of  the 
firm,  where  the  new  firm  is  composed  of  the  same  members  as 
the  old,  does  not  operate  to  revoke  an  agency,  conferred  upon  it, 
the  identity  remaining  the  same.  Mechem  on  Agency,  Sec.  221. 
Where  a  broker  is  not  employed  for  a  definite  time,  the 
employment  may  be  revoked  at  will;  but  where  he  is  employed 
for  a  definite  time,  the  agency  can  be  revoked  only  in  accordance 
with  some  express  or  implied  condition  of  its  continuance. 
Blumenthal  v.  Bridges  (Ark.  Sup.  *09),  120  S.  W.  974.  Under 
a  contract  of  employment  of  a  broker  for  a  definite  term,  where 
the  principal  has  not  the  right  to  revoke  the  agency  directly,  he 
cannot  do  so  by  selling  the  property  himself.  Blumenthal  v. 
Bridges  (Ark.  Sup.  '09),  120  S.  W.  974.    See  Sec.  490. 

Sec.  23.    Repudiation  or  reedssion  of  the  contract 

If  a  purchaser  wishes  to  repudiate  a  contract  to  purchase  on 
the  ground  that  his  agent  has  secretly  received  commissions 
from  the  seller,  he  must  act  promptly  and  make  restitution  as 
far  as  possible.  Lightcap  v.  Nicola,  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  189.  A 
broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  where  the  purchaser 
repudiates  an  informal  contract.  Gilchrist  v.  Clarke,  86  Tenn. 
583,  8  S.  W.  572 ;  Sloman  v.  Bodwell,  24  Neb.  790,  40  N.  W.  321. 
Or  an  unauthorized  contract.  Myers  cf:  King  v.  Coleman  (Miss. 
'08),  46  S.  249.  The  same  is  true  where  the  vendor  promptly 
repudiates  a  contract  of  sale,  made  subject  to  his  approval,  and 
returns  the  money  paid  to  the  purchaser.  Powell  v.  Binney,  54 
Neb.  690,  74  N.  W.  1073.  Where  an  agent  was  authorized  to 
execute  a  note  and  mortgage  on  land  purchased,  the  principal 
was  precluded  from  repudiating  the  act.  Fouch  v.  Wilson,  59 
Ind.  13. 

Where  a  decedent,  prior  to  the  purchase  of  real  estate,  agreed 
to  pay  plaintiff  who  negotiated  the  purchase  one-third  of  the 
profits  to  be  derived  from  a  subsequent  sale  thereof;  no  time 
for  the  sale  was  fixed  and  the  purchaser  having  died  without 
making  sale,  his  personal  representative  repudiated  plaintiff's 
interest  and  refused  to  sell,  though  the  property  had  largely 
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increased  in  value;  it  was  held  that  decedent  under  the  con- 
tract was  required  to  make  a  sale  within  a  reasonable  time,  and 
after  repudiation  of  plaintiff's  rights  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
one-third  of  the  value  of  the  land  in  cash,  after  deducting  the 
purchase  price,  taxes  and  interest.  Kauffman  v.  Bailie,  46 
Wash.  248,  89  Pac.  548. 

Where  an  owner  takes  no  steps  to  repudiate  a  contract  made 
by  an  agent,  and  accepts  the  benefits  thereunder,  he  ratifies  the 
contract  and  is  liable  to  the  purchaser  for  a  breach  thereof. 
Ettinger  v.  Weatherhead,  29  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  137.  In  order 
to  obtain  the  rescission  of  an  agreement,  where  the  broker  had 
been  guilty  of  constructive  fraud,  the  purchaser  was  required 
to  pay  the  former  the  value  of  his  services.  Hanna  v.  Haynes, 
42  Wash.  284,  84  Pac.  861.  Delay  in  bringing  suit  for  the  re- 
scission of  a  contract  on  the  ground  of  fraud  does  not  defeat 
the  right  to  the  relief  sought,  where  there  has  been  no  change 
in  the  position  of  the  parties  to  render  it  inequitable.  Lightcap 
V.  Nicola,  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  189.  Compare  Bassett  v.  Brown, 
105  Mass.  551.  The  repudiation  of  a  contract  by  the  vendee 
bars  recovery  of  the  installments  of  purchase  money  paid. 
McKinne  v.  Harvie,  38  Minn.  18,  35  N.  W.  668. 


CHAPTER  rV. 

Section  24.     Ratification. 

Sec.  24.    Ratification. 

Before  a  principal  can  be  bound  upon  the  ground  of  ratifica- 
tion, it  must  appear  that  he  had  full  knowledge  of  all  the  ma- 
terial facts  affecting  his  interest  in  the  transaction.  Maze  v. 
Gordon,  96  Cal.  61,  30  Pac.  962;  Kerr  v.  Sharp,  83  111.  199; 
Rowan  v.  Htjaft,  45  N.  Y.  138 ;  Ferguson  v.  Gooch,  24  Va.  1,  26 
S.  E.  397 ;  Williams  v.  Moore,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  402,  58  S.  W. 
953.    See  also  Sec.  624. 

The  ratification  of  the  act  of  an  unauthorized  broker  makes 
the  principal  liable  to  compensate  him  for  his  services.  Merrill 
V.  Latham,  8  Colo.  App.  263,  45  P.  524;  Hoyt  v.  Tuxhunj,  70 
111.  331;  Downing  v.  Bnck,  135  Mich.  636,  98  N.  W.  388;  Dayton 
V.  Am.  Steel  Barge  Co.,  73  N.  Y.  S.  316,  36  Misc.  223.  See  also 
Sees.  620,  621. 

The  same  rule  holds  true  where  the  broker  was  employed  by 
an  unauthorized  third  party.  McKinnon  v.  Hope,  118  Ga.  462, ' 
45  S.  E.  413;  Unrt  v.  Jones.  105  Mo.  App.  106,  79  S.  W.  486; 
Charles  v.  Cook,  84  N.  Y.  S.  867,  88  App.  Div.  81 ;  Ltjle  v.  Ben- 
nett, 70  N.  Y.  S.  283,  34  Mi.sc.  476 ;  Markham  v.  Washburn,  18 
N.  Y.  S.  355 ;  Graves  v.  Bains,  78  Tex.  92,  14  S.  W.  256 ;  Mc- 
Comiack  v.  McCaffery,  74  N.  Y.  S.  836,  36  Misc.  775.  This  is 
especially  the  case  if  at  the  time  the  principal  has  knowledge 
that  the  broker  assumed  to  act  for  him.  Twelfth  St.  Market  Co. 
V.  Jackson,  102  Pa.  St.  269;  Gillespie  v.  Dick  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'08),111S.  W.  664. 

In  the  absence  of  a  contract  of  employment,  it  is  sufficient 
that  the  defendant  adopted  and  ratified  the  plaintiff's  acts. 
Chilton  V.  Butler,  1  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.),  150;  Lawler  v.  Arm- 
strong (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  102  P.  775.  And  such  ratification 
relates  back  to  the  making  of  the  contract.    Clark  v.  Tan  Reins- 
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deck,  9  Cranch  (U.  S.),  153;  Foby  v.  Cassiit,  78  III.  638;  Goodell 
V.  Woodruff,  20  111.  191;  Bell  v.  Byerson,  11  Iowa,  233;  Bar- 
hour  V.  Craig,  6  Litt.  (Ky.)  213;  Myers  v.  Simmons,  19  La.  Ann. 
370;  Williams  v.  Mitchell,  17  Mass.  98;  Lowry  v.  Harris,  12 
Minn.  255 ;  Baker  v.  Byrne,  10  Miss.  193 ;  Cowan  v.  W/ice^er,  31 
Me.  439;  Despatch,  etc.,  v.  Bellamy  Mfg.  Co.,  12  N.  H.  205; 
Li/ons  V.  P?/a/^  51  N.  J.  Eq.  60,  26  A.  334;  Como  v.  Pt.  Henry 
Co.,  12  Barb.  (x\.  Y.)  27;  We/si/ifife^r  v.  Wheeler,  14  Wis.  109. 

A  principal,  however,  is  not  bound  by  the  ratification  of  a 
sale  of  real  estate  made  by  a  broker,  if  the  approval  was  brought 
about  by  misstatements  of  the  broker  as  to  the  terms  of  the  sale. 
Rowan  v.  Hyatt,  45  N.  Y.  138;  Edwards  v.  Davidson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '04),  79  S.  W.  48;  Halscy  v.  Monteiro,  92  Va.  581,  24  S. 
E.  258. 

Although  the  written  agreement  entered  into  by  the  broker 
may  have  been  so  imperfectly  executed  as  not  to  bind  either  of 
the  principals,  they  both  ratified  it  and  became  bound  by  its 
provisions,  by  their  letters  and  by  the  execution  and  tender 
of  the  deed  for  the  premises.  Lyons  v.  Pyatt,  51  N.  J.  Eq.  60, 
26  A.  534;  Ellinocr  v.  Wcatherhead,  29  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  137. 

A  sale  of  real  estate  by  the  owner  to  a  purchaser  with  whom 
a  broker  had  unauthorizedly  negotiated  was  not  a  ratification  of 
the  agency  of  such  broker.  Loving  Co.  v.  Hesperian  Cattle 
Co.,  176  Mo.  330,  75  S.  W.  1095 ;  CopcUnd  v.  Stoneham  Tannery 
Co.,  142  Pa.  St.  446,  21  A.  825;  Williams  v.  Moore,  24  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  402,  58  S.  W.  953.     See  also  Sec.  .618. 

In  other  cases,  where  the  broker  negotiated  sales  in  violation 
of  his  instructions,  and  the  owner,  by  correspondence  or  other- 
wise, agreed  thereto,  the  acts  were  ratified.  Sleeper  v.  Murphy, 
120  Iowa,  132,  94  N.  W.  275;  Gelatt  v.  Ridge,  117  Mo.  553,  23 
S.  W.  882;  Smith  v.  Schicle,  93  Cal.  144,  28  P.  857;  Neshit  v. 
Helser,  49  Mo.  383;  Snydam  v.  Vogel,  84  N.  Y.  S.  915. 

Where,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  a  warranty  deed  should 
have  been  executed  at  a  certain  time,  and  about  that  time  a 
special  warranty  deed  was  forwarded  to  the  owner  who  had 
executed  the  contract,  by  a  clerk  in  the  oflice  of  one  who  had 
authority  to  collect  rents,  etc.,  for  the  land-owner,  the  purchaser 
refused  to  accept  such  deed,  and  the  one  who  had  executed  the 
contract  returned  it  to  the  sender ;  subsequently  a  letter  was  re- 
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ceived  by  the  one  who  had  executed  the  contract  stating  that 
the  land-owner  would  execute  no  other  deed,  signed  with  the 
firm  name,  one  of  the  names  beincr  the  same  as  that  of  the  land- 
owner, but  he  was  not  shown  to  have  been  a  member  of  the  firm. 
Heldy  that  it  not  appearing  that  the  owner  knew  of  the'  con- 
tract, no  ratification  w^as  shown.  Topliff'  v.  SJiadtveU,  64  Kan. 
884,  67  P.  5-15 ;  Stcfnler  v.  Bass.  153  Cal.  791,  96  P.  809 ;  Foss 
Inv,  Co.  V.  Afer,  49  Wash.  446,  95  P.  1017;  Larson  v.  Newman 
(N.  D.  Sup.  W),  121  N.  W.  202. 

A  broker  procured  to  be  made  to  himself  a  deed  of  land 
which  he  was  employed  to  sell,  the  grantor  intending  it  only 
as  a  means  of  carrying  into  effect  a  supposed  sale  to  a  third 
party,  but  the  grantee  secretly  intending  to  obtain  the  land  to 
his  own  use,  and  also  fraudulently  misrepresenting  the  value 
of  the  consideration,  which  consisted  of  certificates  of  stock  in 
mining  companies.  Held,  that  the  deed  was  not  void,  but  only 
voidable,  and  that  if  the  grantor,  who  soon  learned  the  facts 
entitling  him  to  an  avoidance,  neglected  for  more  than  two  years 
to  do  any  act  to  avoid  it,  and  exchanged  the  stock  for  other 
stocks,  he  must  be  taken  to  have  ratified  the  conveyance,  and 
could  not  maintain  a  writ  of  entry  to  recover  the  land.  Bassett 
V.  Brown,  105  Mass.  551.  Compare  Lightcap  v.  Nicola,  34  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  189. 

Where  defendant's  husband  had  an  interview  with  plaintiflE 
in  regard  to  a  sale  of  her  land,  and  that  in  response  to  a  letter 
from  plaintiff  the  husband  called  at  the  office  and  was  intro- 
duced to  T,  and  the  latter  showed  defendant  and  her  husband 
land  that  he  wished  to  exchange,  but  it  did  not  satisfy  defend- 
ant; afterward  she  accepted  another  offer  made  by  T.  to  buy 
the  land;  on  the  trial  defendant  and  her  husband  attempted  to 
suppress  their  own  testimony,  and  their  conduct  justified  the  be- 
lief that  defendant  had  authorized  or  ratified  her  husband's 
act.    Sims  v.  Bockwell,  156  Mass.  372,  31  N.  E.  484. 

An  unauthorized  contract  of  sale  is  binding  upon  a  principal 
when  ratified  through  another  duly  authorized  agent.  Hoyt  v. 
Tuxbxiry,  70  111.  331.  A  principal  may,  by  accepting  the  pro- 
ceeds, ratify  a  sale  made  by  his  broker  upon  false  represen- 
tations. Kelly  V.  Carler,  55  Ark.  112,  17  S.  W.  706:  POwell  v. 
Crosson,  18  B.  Monroe  (Ky.),  179;  Stockbridge  v.  West  Stock- 
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bridge,  14  Mass.  257,  261;  Vaughn  v.  Sheridan,  50  Mich.  155; 
Krumer  v.  Beach,  25  Hun  (N.  Y.),  293;  Roberts  v.  Hilton  Ld. 
M.  Co.,  45  Wash.  464,  88  P.  946.  See  also  See.  622.  Ratification 
may  arise  from  long  acquiescence.  Kehler  v.  Kenible,  26  La. 
Ann.  713 ;  Hull  v.  Harper,  17  111.  82 ;  Williams  v.  Merritt,  23  III. 
623.  From  the  bringing  of  a  suit  by  the  principal  to  acquire 
the  benefit  of  the  acts  of  the  alJeged  agent.  Bank  of  Beloit  v. 
Beale,  34  N.  Y.  473;  Carsee  v.  Paul  41  N.  H.  24;  Walker  v. 
Mobile,  etc.,  R.  Co.,  34  Miss.  245;  Folger  v.  Mitchell,  3  Pick. 
(Mass.)  396.  By  a  letter  from  the  principal  to  his  agent  author- 
izing certain  acts,  although  received  after  their  performance. 
Rice  V.  McLaren,  42  Me.  157. 

No  act  is  capable  of  ratification  unless  performed  by  the  agent 
in  behalf  of  his  principal.  Collins  v.  Snow,  7  Robt.  (N.  Y.) 
623 ;  Com.  Bank  v.  Jones,  18  Tex.  811 ;  Fellows  v.  Commission- 
ers, 36  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  655. 

The  policy  of  the  law  will  not  permit  a  principal  to  ratify 
an  unauthorized  act  in  part  and  repudiate  the  remainder;  it 
must  be  accepted  or  rejected  as  an  entirety.  Fisher  v.  Stevens, 
16  111.  397;  Henderson  v.  Cummings,  44  111.  325;  Wedner  v. 
Lane,  14  Mich.  124;  Elwell  v.  Chamberlain,  31  N.  Y.  611;  Cole- 
man V.  Stark,  1  Ore.  115;  Bishop  v.  Stewart,  13  Nev.  25;  Newell 
V.  Hurlhut,2  Ver.  351;  Ktjte  v.  Rippey,  20  Oregon,  446,  26  P. 
308. 

A  principal  taking  possession,  knowing  of  a  mortgage  given 
by  the  agent  to  purchase  the  land  for  the  unpaid  purchase 
money,  and  a  note  executed  at  the  same  time  by  the  agent  for 
the  same  purpose,  ratified  his  acts.  Fouch  v.  Wilson,  59  Ind.  93. 

A  principal  will  not  be  held  to  have  ratified  unauthorized 
acts  of  his  agent  unless,  at  the  time,  he  was  fully  aware  of  all 
the  circumstances.  Owings  v.  Hall,  9  Peters  (U.  S.),  607; 
Fedrick  v.  Rice,  13  Iowa,  214 ;  Fletcher  v.  Dysart,  9  B.  Monroe 
(Ky.),  413;  Woodbury  v.  Lamed,  5  Minn.  339;  Pittsburg,  etc., 
R.  V.  Gazzan,  32  Pa.  St.  340;  Hardeman  v.  Ford,  12  Ga.  205; 
Dodge  v.  McDonnell,  14  Wis.  600;  Dickerson  v.  Conway,  12 
Allen  (Mass.),  487;  Seymour  v.  Wychoff,  10  N.  Y.  213;  Stein  v. 
Kendall,  1  Bradwell  (III.),  193;  Bosseau  v.  O'Brien,  4  Biss.  (U. 
S.)  395. 

Before  a  person  can  be  bound  by  the  ratification  of  the  pur- 
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a  long  time,  he  not  having  known  of  the  facts  and  having  been 
misled  in  important  particulars  by  their  letter,  having  received 
no  benefits  under  the  contract,  and  his  silence  not  having  caused 
the  vendee  to  change  his  position  for  the  worse.  Cohnn  v. 
Blanchard  (Tex.  Sup.  '07),  106  S.  W.  323;  affirming  103  S.  W. 
1118;  List  i&  Son  Co,  v.  Chase,  80  0.  St.  42. 

A  valid,  binding  ratification,  when  made,  can  not  be  revoked, 
but  the  principal  must  abide  by  it,  whether  it  be  to  his  detri- 
ment or  to  his  advanta^re,  Watierson  v.  Rogers,  21  Kan.  529. 
In  the  absence  of  express  ratification  by  the  principal,  there 
must  be  an  appropriation  by  him  of  the  services  of  the  broker 
under  such  circumstances  as  would  render  the  withholding  of 
remuneration  therefor  inequitable.  Atwater  v.  Lockivood,  39 
Conn.  45;  AJhany  Land  Co,  v.  Eickel,  162  tnd.  222,  70  N.  E. 
158,  Ettivger  v.  Weatherhcad,  29  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  137. 

W,  the  president  of  the  defendant  company,  agreed  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  a  commission  for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  land 
which  they  thought  belonged  to  W,  but  which  belonged  to  the 
company,  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  and  W  sold  him  the 
land — the  company  Icnew  nothing  of  the  contract  with  plaintiff, 
but  ratified  the  sale  and  made  a  deed  to  the  purchaser.  Held, 
that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  commissions  from  the  company. 
Copelaml  v.  Stoneham  Tannery  Co,,  142  Pa.  St.  446,  21  Atl.  825. 

A  contract  of  sale  of  realty  was  made  by  one  having  no  title 
nor  authority  to  execute  such  an  instrument;  the  attorney  for 
the  purchaser  was  informed  by  the  equitable  owner  that  such 
person  was  authorized  to  sell.  Held,  that  such  statement  was  a 
ratification  of  the  agent's  authority  which  estopped  the  equitable 
owner  from  denying  it.  Gregg  v.  Corey,  4  Cal.  App.  354.  88 
P.  282. 

Where  an  agent  is  authorized  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  real 
estate  at  a  fixed  sum  and  for  a  stipulated  compensation,  he  can 
recover  the  compensation  when  he  procures  a  purchaser  to 
whom  the  owner  sells,  although  he  accepts  a  less  sum  than  that 
at  which  he  authorized  the  agent  to  sell.  Ice  v.  Maxwell,  61 
W.  Va.  9,  55  S.  E.  899;  Weeks  v.  Smith  (N.  J.  Sup.  10),  75 
A.  773. 

Where  the  defendant  put  real  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  sell,  directing  him  not  to  sell  it,  but,  nevertheless,  for- 
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getting  the  injunction  placed  upon  him  he  did  advertise  the 
property,  and  a  person  reading  the  same  went  directly  to  the 
defendant  who  sold  him  the  property,  this  was  a  ratification 
of  plaintiff's  departure  from  instructions,  and  the  defendant 
was  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  commissions.  Maloon  v.  Barrett, 
192  Mass.  552,  78  N.  E.  560. 

Where  plaintiff,  having  obtained  from  the  defendant  a  state- 
ment as  to  the  price  and  terms  at  which  to  sell  certain  real 
estate,  found  a  person  able  and  willing  to  purchase  on  the 
terms  stated,  and  notified  the  defendant,  enclosing  a  deed  for 
execution,  which  defendant  executed  and  sent  to  one  R,  with  a 
letter  constituting  R,  his  agent,  to  deliver  the  deed  and  com- 
plete the  sale,  if  the  terms  were  the  best  obtainable,  defendant, 
through  the  said  agent  R,  refused  to  accept  such  terms  and  re- 
fused to  deliver  such  deed.  Held,  that  these  facts  amounted 
neither  to  an  acceptance  of  the  plaintiff's  proposal,  nor  to  a 
ratification  of  the  unauthorized  acts  of  plaintiff  in  negotiating 
wnth  a  third  person  for  the  purchase  of  the  property.  Harris 
V.  Reynolds  (North  Dak.  W),  Supreme  Court,  114  N.  W.  369. 

If  a  broker  undertakes  to  modify  his  authority  the  principal 
may  repudiate  and  decline  to  be  bound  thereby,  or  he  may  ratify 
his  act  and  be  Ixiund  by  the  change.  Vhimzy  v.  Bush,  129  Ga. 
479,  59  S.  E.  2«59.  tn  a  suit  for  commissions  for  finding  a 
purchaser  for  land  listed  with  brokers,  and  by  them  relisted 
with  plaintiff's  firm,  it  was  essential  to  authorize  a  recovery 
that  the  land  was  so  relisted  by  authority  from  defendant,  either 
express  or  implied,  unless  after  the  land  was  listed  with  the 
first  brokers,  they  so  relisted  it.  and,  defendant  being  aware 
of  it,  ratified  the  act.  Sterling  v.  DeLaune  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07), 
105  S.  W.  1169. 

Under  the  Missouri  statute  providing  that  no  contract  for  the 
sale  of  real  estate,  made  by  an  agent,  shall  be  binding  unless 
the  agent  be  authorized  in  writing  to  make  the  contract,  the 
ratification  of  the- contract  by  the  principal  for  the  sale  of  land 
by  the  agent  must  be  in  writing,  where  no  element  of  equitable 
estoppel  exists.    Johnson  v.  Feeht,  185  Mo.  335,  83  S.  W.  1077. 

Where  a  third  party  conrtucted  negotiations,  procured  a  loan, 
and  drew  the  note  and  mortgage,  on  which  suit  was  based,  for 
defendant,  though  not  authorized  directly  to  do  so  for  them,  and 
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they  accepted  the  loan  and  executed  the  note  and  mortgage, 
they  thereby  ratified  the  acts  of  such  third  party  and  were  bound 
thereby  as  effectually  as  though  they  had  expressly  authorized 
him  to  act  as  their  agent.  Marks  v.  Taylor,  23  Utah,  470,  63 
P.  897,  65  P.  203. 

Where  the  contract  of  a  sub-agent  is  ratified  by  the  owner, 
in  case  of  a  sale  the  sub-agent  may  sue  the  owner  for  the  com- 
mission, and  is  not  limited  to  his  action  against  the  broker  em- 
ploying him.  Warren  Com.  cfe  Inv.  Co,  v.  Hull  R.  E.  Co.,  120 
Mo.  App.  432,  96  S.  W.  1038;  Mechem  on  Agency  Sees.  197, 
22l 

Where  the  owner  at  first  refuses  an  offer  as  too  low,  and  dis- 
charges the  broker,  and  thereafter,  through  another  broker,  ac- 
cepts, he  is  liable  to  the  first  broker  for  commissions,  the  sale 
having  been  made  to  his  customer  at  the  price  originally  offered. 
Gottschalk  v.  Jennings,  1  La.  Ann.  5;  Cadigan  v.  Crabtree,  179 
Mass.  474,  61  N.  E.  37,  55  L.  R.  A.*  77 ;  Buehler  v.  Weiffenbach, 
46  N.  Y.  S.  861,  21  Misc.  30;  Peckham  v.  Ashhurst,  18  R,  I.  376, 
28  A.  337. 

Where  a  broker  sent  a  customer  to  his  principal,  and  the  cus- 
tomer told  him  that  the  broker  had  shown  him  the  land,  this 
was  held  sufficient  to  bind  and  obligate  the  principal  to  pay 
the  broker  for  the  services  he  rendered  in  procuring  the  pur- 
chaser. Reishus-Reiner  Land  Co.  v.  Benner,  91  Minn.  401,  98 
N.  W.  186. 

A  co-agent,  under  a  power  to  sell,  is  not  bound  by  an  unau- 
thorized option,  not  given  or  ratified  by  himself,  and  if  he  pur- 
chases the  land  for  himself,  can  not  be  held  as  a  trustee  for  the 
claimant  under  the  option.  Tibbs  v.  Zirkle,  55  W.  Va.  49,  46 
S.  E.  701,  104  Am.  St.  R.  977.  An  owner  who  has  sanctioned 
sales  by  accepting  the  proceeds  can  not  contend  that  the  power 
of  attorney  did  not  authorize  the  sales.  Vaughn  v.  Sheridan, 
50  Mich.  155.  A  principal  appropriating  the  benefits  of  an 
unauthorized  act  of  a  broker  becomes  liable  by  the  ratification 
to  compensate  him  for  his  services.  Merrill  v.  Latham,  8  Colo. 
App.  263,  45  P.  524;  Downing  v.  Buck,  135  Mich.  636,  98  N. 
W.  388 ;  Dayton  v.  Am.  Steel  Barge  Co.,  73  N.  T.  S.  316,  36 
Misc.  223. 

A  real  estate  agent  inquired  of  an  owner  whether  he  would 
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sell  real  estate  for  $6,500  cash,  clear  of  special  taxes.  The  owner 
replied  that  he  would  sell  for  that  sum,  net.  The  agent  con- 
tracted with  a  purchaser  for  a  sale  at  $7,000,  payable  on  de- 
livery of  a  warranty  deed  and  abstract,  all  assessments  to  be 
paid,  and  notified  the  owner  of  the  sale  and  requested  an  ab- 
stract. The  owner  sent  an  abstract,  and  stated  that  it  was  his 
understanding  that  the  price  was  $6,500  net,  and  that  he  would 
pay  no  back  taxes  or  any  other  expenses.  Held,  that  the  con- 
tract  was  not  enforceable  against  the  owner,  since  he  neither 
authorized  the  agent  to  make  it,  nor  ratified  it.  Hutchins  v. 
Weriheimer,  51  Wash.  539,  99  P.  577.  See  references  under 
Sec.  307. 


CHAPTER  V. 


Privity.  28.  Assignpcs    and    Bsaignmeots. 

The  power  of  attorney,  its  ei-       29.  Attorneys  at  Law. 

tent  and   limitations.  30.  Auctioni  and  AuctioDeers. 
riie  attorney  in  fact. 

2B.    Privity. 

the  absence  of  contractual  relations,  a  sub-ageot  is  not  en- 
I  to  recover  from  the  owner  for  want  of  privity.  J.  B. 
ci)is  Ld.  Mtge.  Co.  v.  Theiford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '06).  96 
".  72;  Sterling  v.  DcLauiie  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  105  S.  W. 
See  also  Sec.  393.  Rannpy  v.  Donovan,  78  Mich.  318,  44 
^  276 ;  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sera.  197,  227 ;  Mueller  v.  Bell  (Tex. 
App.   '09),  117  S.  "W.  993. 

audulent  representations  made  to  the  principal  by  third 
es  in  privity  with  the  broker,  defeat  bis  right  to  commis- 
.  Mullen  v.  Bower,  22  Ind.  App.  294,  53  N.  E.  790.  See 
Sees.  390,  391.  If  A  is  employed  as  a  broker  to  sell  B's 
;,  on  an  a^eement  that  he  will  inform  B,  if  he  sends  a 
haser,  and  A  and  C  then  agree  that  if  C  will  procore  a 
baser,  he  shall  share  with  A  in  the  eommission,  and  C,  in 
I  to  look  at  the  house,  (ells  B  that  no  broker  has  anything 
I  with  the  trade,  and  a  price  is  named  on  that  understand- 
and  the  bouse  is  bonerbt  by  a  purehnser  procured  by  C,  A 
C  are  partners  in  the  business  of  effecting  a  sale  of  B'a 
3  to  sueh  purchaser,  and  C's  fraud,  tbouffb  not  partici- 
i  in  by  A,  will  bar  an  action  by  A  against  B  for  the  com- 
on,  prosecuted  for  the  joint  benefit  and  at  the  joint  ex- 
;  of  A  and  C.  Thwing  v.  Clifford,  136  Mass.  482;  Haven 
trtar,  124  Mo.  App.  691,  102  S.  W.  21. 
broker  employed  to  sell  real  estate  i.s  unable,  for  want  of 
ty,  to  enforce  a  stipulatii'n  in  the  contract  of  sale  be- 
a  vendor  and  vendee  by  which  the  latter  agrees  to  pay  the 
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commission.  Bah  v.  Hirschbein,  11  N.  Y.  S.  776;  Oridley  v. 
Bayless,  43  111.  App.  503;  Lawyer  v.  Post,  109  Fed.  Rep.  512, 
47  C.  C.  A.  491;  Davenport  v.  Ash,  121  La.  209,  46  S.  213; 
Le  Master  v.  Doiham  Real  Est.  Ag.  (T.  C.  A.  '09),  121  S.  W. 
185.  See  also  Sec.  662.  For  the  same  reason,  a  purchaser  can 
not,  in  an  action  ex  contractu,  recover  from  the  agent  of  the 
seller  the  excess  paid  to  the  agent  beyond  the  price  demanded 
by  the  seller.  Lazarus  v.  Sands,  27  N.  Y.  S.  885,  7  Misc.  R.  282, 
33  N.  Y.  S.  855,  12  Misc.  R.  575. 

Where  an  agent  to  sell  property  sells  to  a  firm  of  which  he 
is  a  member,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  principal  that  he  is 
interested  in  the  purchase,  the  partners  of  the  agent  can  not 
recover  damages  of  the  principal  on  account  of  misrepresenta- 
tions made  by  the  agent,  they  being  parties  to  his  violation  of 
his  trust.  Pineville  v.  II oiling sivorih,  21  Ky.  L.  R.  899,  53 
S.  W.  279. 

Purchasers  of  land  were  under  no  legal  obligation  to  the 
owner's  broker,  and  could  so  arrange  the  purchase  as  to  permit 
another  broker  to  procure  the  commission,  though  the  owner's 
broker  drew  their  attention  to  the  property,  and  he  has  no 
cause  of  action  against  the  other  broker,  his  remedy  being  against 
his  principal,  if  he  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale.  Op- 
penheimcr  v.  Barnrft,  116  N.  Y.  S.  44. 

Sec.  26.    The  power  of  attorney,  its  extent  and  its  limitations. 

A  power  of  attorney  to  buy  and  sell  real  estate,  etc.,  does 
not  authorize  a  sale  of  land  acquired  by. the  grantor  before  he 
executed  such  power.    Oreve  v.  Coffin,  14  Minn.  345. 

In  one  case  it  was  held  that  the  word  **sell,"  in  a  power  of 
attorney  authorizing  a  party  to  sell  or  lease  any  and  all  real 
estate,  etc.,  gives  ample  power  to  complete  a  sale  by  making 
a  deed  of  conveyance  to  the  purchaser.  Hemstreet  v.  Burdick, 
90  111.  444.  Compare  Bacon  v.  Davis  CCal.  App.  '08),  98  P.  71. 
Where  the  power  granted  to  the  ao:ent  is  special,  if,  in  an  at- 
tempt to  bind  his  principal,  he  varies  from  it,  his  act  is  void. 
Mitchell  V.  SprouU  5  J.  J.  Marsh  (Ky.),  264.  An  agent  em- 
ployed to  collect  rents  is  without  authority  to  employ  an  en- 
gineer. Crozier  v.  Kfins,  4  111.  App.  564.  A  power  of  attorney 
confirming  all  sales  and  leases  confers  power  to  sell  land.    Sulli- 
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van  V.  Davis,  4  Cal.  291.  A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  one-half 
of  a  tract  of  land  imposes  discretion  to  determine  which  half. 
Alemany  v.  Daly,  36  Cal.  90. 

A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  any  or  all  of  constituent's  real 
estate,  authorizes  the  sale  of  that  acquired  subsequently.  Fay 
V.  Winchester,  4  Mete.  (Mass.)  513;  Burkey  v.  Judd,  22  Minn. 
287.  A  power  to  sell  all  land  principal  has  not  previously  con- 
veyed authorizes  the  sale  of  that  which  had  been  sold  but  not 
conveyed.    Mitchell  v.  Maupin,  3  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.),  185. 

A  power  authorizing  an  agent  **to  grant,  bargain  and  sell" 
certain  lands,  or  any  part  or  parcel  thereof,  authorizes  the  agent 
to  sell  on  reasonable  credit,  to  receive  payment,  and  a  payment 
to  him  was  a  payment  to  the  principal,  and,  if  circumstances 
rendered  it  favorable  for  the  interest  of  his  principal,  he  might 
include  other  valuable  considerations  besides  money,  and  might 
sell  an  undivided  interest  in  the  property.  Carson  v.  Smith,  5 
Minn.  78. 

In  Illinois,  a  power  of  attorney  not  under  seal  will  authorize 
the  attorney  to  sell  land,  if  it  so  provides,  but  not  to  convey 
it.  Watson  v.  Sherman,  84  111.  263,  267.  A  power  to  sell 
land  for  the  purpose  of  settlement  is  not  invalidated  if  it  after- 
ward appear  that  the  land  was  bought  on  speculation,  and  there 
was  no  fraud  practiced  by  the  purchasers.  Spofford  v.  Hobbs, 
29  Me.  148.  A  power  of  attorney  to  secure  the  right  and  title 
of  the  principal  to  certain  lands,  to  employ  lawyers,  etc.,  does 
not  confer  authority  to  convey  half  the  land  to  the  lawyers  for 
their  services  and  for  their  agreeing  to  provide  for  the  expense 
of  a  suit  to  confirm  the  title  and  in  case  of  success  to  pay  the 
attorneys  a  certain  sum  in  addition.  Blum  v.  Robertson,  24  Cal. 
128. 

A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  land  does  not  include  power  to 
lease  or  exchange  it.  Trvdo  v.  Anderson,  10  Mich.  357 ;  Lamp- 
kin  V.  Wilson,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  555;  Reese  v.  Medlock,  27  Texas, 
120.  Nor  does  a  power  to  sell  land  include  power  to  mortgage 
it.  Stronghill  v.  Anstey,  1  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  (Eng.)  635  ;Tayn 
V.  Cooper,  16  Beaven  (Eng.),  396;  Halderby  v.  Spofford,  1 
Beavan  (Eng.\  390;  Jeff  ray  v.  Hurst.  49  Mich.  31;  Contant  v. 
Servoss,  3  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  128;  Rtissell  v.  Russell,  36  N.  T.  581; 
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Bloomer  v.  Waldron,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.),  361;  Taylor  v.  Galloway, 
1  Ohio,  232. 

A  power  to  do  all  thin^  concerning  **my  real  and  personal 
estate"  gives  power  to  make  leases,  with  privilege  of  purchase. 
De  Rutte  v.  3Iuldretv,  16  Cal.  505.  A  power  to  sell  in  lots  does 
not  sustain  the  sale  of  a  portion  of  the  land,  and  a  conveyance 
thereof  was  held  invalid.  Rice  v.  Tavernier,  8  Minn.  248.  Under 
a  general  power  to  sell  property  the  agent  may  bind  by  a  con- 
tract of  sale.  Haydock  v.  Stewe,  40  N.  Y.  363.  A  deed  executed 
under  a  defective  power  ^of  attorney  will  be  treated  as  a  con- 
tract of  sale.  Hersey  v.  Lambert,  50  Minn.  373,  52  N.  W.  963. 
A  purchaser  of  real  esitate  from  an  agent  is  bound  to  ascertain 
the  limits  of  his  power  to  bind  his  principal.  Milne  v.  Kleb, 
14  A.  646,  810,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  378.  See  also  Sec.  18.  Where  the 
instrument  to  be  executed  requires  two  witnesses,  the  power 
must  have  that  number  also.    Oage  v.  (}age,  30  N.  H.  420. 

A  power  to  purchase  with  particular  funds  invests  the  agent 
with  no  authority  to  mortgage  the  property  to  secure  the  pur- 
chase money,  and  such  instrument  will  not  bind  the  property. 
Eraser  v.  McPherson,  3  Desau.  (S.  C.)  393.  Where  one  has 
made  conveyances  under  a  power  of  attorney,  and  the  owner 
has  sanctioned  the  sales  by  accepting  the  proceds  she  can  not 
contend  that  the  power  did  not  authorize  sales.  Vaughn  v. 
Sheridan,  50  Mich.  155.  A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  real  es- 
tate, without  restriction,  authorizes  a  sale  with  covenants  of 
general  warranty.  Lc  Roy  v.  Beard,  S  How.  (U.  S.)  451;  Peters 
V.  Famsworthf  15  Vt.  155;  Venada  v.  Hopkins,  1  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.),  285.  293;  Taggart  v.  Stanherry,  2  McLean  (U.  S.),  543. 
(See  Sec.  418  for  cases  sunportincr  the  contrary  doctrine.) 

A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  real  estate  may  limit  the  time 
within  which  to  perform  the  act;  where  it  fixes  a  reasonable 
time  for  doin^  the  act,  it  must  be  done  by  the  attorney  within 
a  reasonable  time  in  order  to  bind  the  principal,  and  a  pro- 
posal of  sale  made  under  such  a  power  must  be  accepted  within 
a  reasonable  time  from  the  date  of  the  power.  Dyer  v.  Duffy, 
39  W.  Va.  148,  19  S.  E.  540,  24  L.  T?.  A.  339. 

Where  a  broker's  power  contained  no  power  of  substitution 
he  could  not  delecrate  his  agency  to  another;  hence,  a  contract 
of  sale  having  been  made  by  a  sub-agent  it  was  proper  for  the 


50  AMERICAN  LAW  BEALi  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

broker  to  obtain  a  re-execution  thereof.  Kilpatrick  v.  Wiley, 
197  Mo.  123,  95  S.  W.  213.  A  power  to  sell  is  not  violated  by 
a  contract  containing  provisions  not  in  it  making  time  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract.    Id. 

Plaintiff  was  appointed  defendant's  agent  to  sell  certain  land, 
and  he  sued  for  damages,  in  lieu  of  commissions,  alleging  that 
the  completion  of  the  sale  was  prevented  by  defendant's  failure 
to  have  the  land  surveyed  and  refusal  to  extend  the  agency,  the 
agent  made  a  verbal  sale,  not  binding  on  the  purchaser  on  con- 
dition that  the  tract  oh  survey  should  contain  a  certain  number 
of  acres.  Held,  that  the  defendant's  failure  to  have  the  land 
surveyed  did  not  excuse  plaintiff's  failure  to  make  a  binding 
sale,  and  did  not  entitle  him  to  damages  when  his  authority  to 
sell  expressly  empowered  him  to  have  the  land  surveyed  at  the 
owner's  expense.     Smith  v.  Tate,  82  Va.  657. 

Where  authority  is  given  to  two  or  more  jointly  to  do  an  act, 
all  must  concur  in  doing  it.  Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wilcox, 
57  111.  180. 

An  agent  making  a  contract  without  authority  or  in  excess 
thereof,  binds  himself.     See  Sec.  307b. 

Sec.  27.    The  Attorney  in  fa.ct. 

An  attorney  in  fact  is  one  who  has  authority  given  him  to 
act  in  the  place  and  stead  of  him  by  whom  he  is  delegated. 
Bacon's  Abr.  All  persons  who  are  capable  of  acting  for  them- 
selves, and  even  those  who  are  disqualified  from  acting  in  their 
own  capacity,  if  they  have  sufficient  understanding,  as  infants 
of  a  proper  ajxe,  and  femes  covert,  may  act  as  attorneys  for 
others.     Bouvier's  Law  Die. 

Wher^  two  persons  are  appointed  with  equal  authority  to 
act  for  a  principal,  the  right  is  not  exclusive  in  either,  but  any 
act  done  by  either,  wnthin  the  scope  of  his  authority,  will  con- 
clude the  other.  Cushman  v.  Glover,  11  111.  600;  Olenn  v.  David- 
son, 37  Md.  365. 

Sec.  28.    Assignees  and  assignments. 

A  broker  who  is  the  owner  of  an  entire  demand  for  commis- 
sions may  assign  an  item  of  it,  though  he  recovers  on  the  re- 
mainder, his  recovery  will  not  bar  the  assignee  from  recovering 
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on  the  item  assigned  to  him,  though  the  demand  is  not  legiti^ 
mately  the  subject  of  distinct  action  and  might  have  been  in- 
cluded in  the  original  action.  Goldshear  v.  Barron,  85  N.  T.  S. 
395,  42  Misc.  198. 

The  contract  of  a  firm  to  act  as  real  estate  agents  for  a  corpora- 
tion was  assigned  to  one  member  of  the  firm,  who  proceeded 
with  the  business,  selling  the  lots  and  rendering  monthly  re- 
ports in  his  own  name;  the  corporation  accepted  the  reports 
and  proceeds  of  the  sales,  and  executed  checks  and  other  papers 
to  the  assignee  in  his  own  name.  Held,  a  ratification  of  the 
assignment.  Albany  Land  Co,  v.  Rickel,  162  Ind.  222,  70  N.  E. 
158. 

Where  M,  having  the  sale  of  land  turned  it  over  to  L,  agreeing 
that  L  should  be  paid  the  commission,  to  which  the  owner  con- 
sented, L  was  entitled  to  claim  commissions  directly,  and  not 
as  assignee  of  M.  Munson  \\'  Mahon,  135  Iowa,  335,  112  X.  W. 
775. 

If  a  broker  having  charge  of  the  property  of  a  syndicate, 
makes  a  contract  of  sale  of  lots  to  a  nominal  purchaser  to  show 
business,  and  such  purchaser  assigns  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser, 
who  completes  the  sale,  the  statute  of  limitations  will  run  against 
the  broker's  claim  for  commissions  as  of  the  date  of  the  bona 
fide  sale  and  not  of  the  nominal  one.  Ross  v.  Fickling,  11  App. 
L\  C.  442.  "Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  a  contract  of  sale 
of  real  estate  at  a  profit  succeeded,  and  the  owners  of  said  con- 
tract refused  to  assign  the  same,  the  broker  was  entitled  to  com- 
missions.   Levy  V.  Trimble,  94  N.  Y.  S.  3,  47  Misc.  Rep.  394. 

Sec.  29.    Attorneys  at  law. 

An  attorney  can  not  recover  full  commissions  for  purchasing 
property  for  another,  and  in  addition  recover  an  attorney's  fee 
for  defending  a  suit  involving  the  right  of  the  vendor  to  re- 
pudiate a  sale  previously  made  to  others,  as  it  devolved  on  the 
attorney  to  defeat  such  suit  in  order  to  earn  his  commissions, 
he  having  advised  the  purchasers  that  the  vendor  could  sell. 
Sckomberg  v.  Anxirr,  101  Ky.  292,  40  S.  W,  911,  19  Ky.  L.  R. 
548.  Where  a  client  conveyed  to  an  attorney  an  interest  in 
real  estate  as  compensation  for  securing  a  loan  for  him,  instead 
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of  a  cash  fee,  the  attorney  acquired  an  equitable  lien  thereon. 
Goad  V.  Hart,  128  Cal.  197,  60  P.  761,  964. 

An  attorney  was  employed  to  sell  real  estate;  the  purchaser 
he  secured  was  one  of  his  clients,  and  was  also  president  of 
a  corporation  of  which  the  attorney  was  a  director,  and  the  con- 
tract of  purchase  was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  corpora- 
tion, the  property  being  conveyed  to  it.  Eeld,  that  the  attorney 
sustained  a  relation  of  trust  to  both  his  client  and  the  corpora- 
tion, and  could  not  recover  commissions  on  such  sale  without 
proof  that  the  purchaser  had  knowledge  of  and  consented  to 
his  contract  for  commissions.  Nekarda  v.  Presberger,  107  N.  Y. 
S.  897,  123  App.  Div.  418.  Authority  to  agents  to  employ  at- 
torneys to  secure  the  right  and  title  of  the  principal  to  certain 
lands,  did  not  authorize  them  to  convey  half  the  land  to  the  attor- 
neys for  the  services  to  be  performed  by  them.  Blum  v.  Robert- 
son, 24  CaL  128. 

Sec.  30.    Auctions  and  auctioneer!. 

A  contract  giving  an  agent  the  exclusive  right  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser for  a  farm  within  a  given  time  is  not  breached  by  a  sale 
by  the  owner  at  public  auction,  through  the  medium  of  an  auc- 
tioneer acting  under  his  immediate  direction.  Ingold  v. 
Symonds,  134  Iowa,  206,  111  N.  W.  802.  A  memorandum 
signed  by  an  auctioneer  selling  real  estate  describing  the  land 
sold  and  stating  the  terms  of  the  sale,  binds  both  buyer  and 
seller,  and  is  a  compliance  with  the  statute  of  frauds.  Oiurth 
V.  Davis,  27  Ky.  L.  R.  505,  85  S.  W.  692. 

Plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendant  to  advertise  his  prop- 
erty for  sale  at  auction,  to  secure  an  auctioneer  and  to  take 
charge  of  the  sale;  after  plaintiff  had  advertised  the  property 
and  secured  an  auctioneer,  but  before  the  day  of  sale,  defend- 
ant sold  the  property  privately,  and  thereupon  agreed  with 
plaintiff  to  pay  him  two  per  cent,  of  the  price  for  what  he  had 
done.  Held,  that  this  agreement  was  not  within  the  statutory 
requirement  of  a  writing  to  entitle  the  broker  to  commissions. 
Oriffith  V.  Daly,  56  N.  J.  Law  (27  Vroom),  466,  29  A.  169. 
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Sec.  31.    Architects. 

In  an  action  by  an  architect  for  compensation  for  procuring 
capitalists  ready  and  willing  to  undertake  the  construction  of 
a  hotel,  it  was  alleged  that  his  right  to  compensation  depended 
on  his  procuring  satisfactory^  arrangements  for  the  erection  of 
a  hotel  on  the  land  then  owned  by  the  defendant,  that  he  pro- 
cured the  necessary  capital  to  construct  the  hotel  on  terms 
agreeable  to  defendant,  on  such  premises  and  on  premises  sub- 
sequently purchased  by  defendant.  Beld,  that  complaint  al- 
leged performance  by  the  architect  of  his  contract  of  employ- 
ment and  stated  a  cause  of  action.  Lucas  v.  Smith,  98  N.  Y. 
S.  1037,  113  App.  Div.  31. 

Sec.  32.    Abstracts  of  title. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  sell  land  inquired  whether 
his  principal  had  an  abstract  of  title,  and  was  told  by  her  that 
she  saw  no  necessity  for  sending  an  abstract  until  a  sale  was 
made;  on  his  securing  a  prospective  purchaser  and  requesting 
that  an  abstract  be  sent,  the  owner  forwarded  an  entire,  com- 
plete abstract,  which  the  broker  procured  to  be  extended  to 
date ;  the  sale  was  not  consummated.  Held^  that  the  broker  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  for  his  outlay  in  perfecting  the  ab- 
stract. Parks  V.  Hogle,  124  Iowa,  98,  99  N.  W.  185.  A  pur- 
chaser for  a  tract  of  land  has  no  right  to  impose  upon  the 
owner  the  obligation  to  furnish  an  abstract  of  title  when  not 
authorized  by  the  contract.  Hunt  v.  Tuttle,  133  Iowa,  647,  110 
N.  W.  1026. 
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Where  an  exchange  of  properties  was  defeated  through  in- 
sistence that  the  purchaser  should  furnish  an  abstract  of  title 
no  commission  was  earned  by  the  broker.  Marple  v.  Ives,  111 
Iowa,  602,  82  N.  W.  1017. 

Sec.  33.    Meeting  of  minds. 

Where  a  prospective  purchaser  insisted  upon  a  warranty 
deed  and  the  owner  would  only  quit-claim  as  to  that  part  of 
the  conveyance  which  covered  what  was  formerly  a  street,  there 
was  no  meeting  of  minds,  and  the  broker  was  not  entitled  to 
commissions.  IT  ess  v.  Bloch,  107  N.  Y.  S.  86,  56  Misc.  Rep. 
480. 

.  A  broker  can  not  recover  commissions  for  finding  a  purchaser 
unless  he  brings  the  minds  of  the  owner  and  the  prospective 
purchaser  to  an  agreement  upon  a  sale,  price  and  terms  thereof, 
and  all  the  details  incident  to  a  sale.  Pearce  v.  Ross,  108  N. 
Y.  S.  48,  123  App.  Div.  611 ;  Cole  v.  Kosch,  102  N.  Y.  S.  14, 
116  App.  Div.  715.  See  also  Sees.  73,  541,  Hutter  v.  Kxihner, 
121  N.  Y.  S.  210.  The  same  requirement  applies  in  the  case 
of  a  lease.  Tanenhaum  v.  Boehm,  111  N.  Y.  S.  185,  126  App. 
Div.  731.  Where  a  broker  produced  a  purchaser  who  refused  to 
execute  a  contract,  there  was  no  meeting  of  minds  and  the  broker 
was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Behrmann  v.  Marcus,  107  N.  Y. 
S.  12.  See  also  Sec.  73.  A  broker  can  not  recover  commissions 
unless  the  principal  and  the  person  procured  came  to  an  agree- 
ment on  the  terms  of  the  transaction,  although  the  terms  may 
be  vague.  Folinshce  v.  Sawyer,  36  N.  Y.  S.  405,  15  Misc.  293; 
Drake  v.  Blddmgcr,  30  Ind.  App.  357,  66  N.  E.  56;  Oarcelon 
V.  Tihheits,  84  Me.  148,  24  A.  797;  Kunijan  v.  Wilkinson,  57 
N.  J.  Law,  420,  31  A,  390;  Montgomery  v.  Knickerbocker,  50 
N.  Y.  S.  128,  27  App.  Div.  117;  Onthman  v.  Metjer,  63  N.  Y. 
S.  971,  31  Misc.  810;  Bohner  v.  Lenish,  60  N.  Y.  S.  543,  29 
Misc.  315;  Laffler  v.  Friedman,  57  N.  Y.  S.  281,  26  Misc.  750; 
Kiam  v.  Turner,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  417,  52  S.  W.  1043;  Hand 
v.  Conger,  71  Wis.  292,  37  N.  W.  235;  Barnard  v.  Monarch.  33 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  440,  1  Abb.  Dec.  108,  3  Keyes,  203;  Gardner 
v.  Pierce,  116  N.  Y.  S.  155;  W.  P.  Bae  Co,  v.  Kane,  116  N.  Y. 
8.  729.    See  also  Sees.  73,  541. 

The  phrase  ** bringing  the  seller  and  purchaser  together,"  in 
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order  to  entitle  a  real  estate  broker  to  his  commissions,  does 
not  necessarily  mean  that  he  must  introduce  them  to  each  other, 
but  that,  if  his  efforts  result  in  bringing  the  minds  of  the  two 
to  an  agreement  resulting  in  the  sale  and  purchase  of  the  land, 
then,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  he  has  brought  them  to- 
gether.   Lewis  V.  McDonald,  83  Neb.  694,  120  N.  W.  207. 

Sec.  34.    Executors  and  administraton. 

An  admission  by  an  executor,  in  an  action  for  commissions 
for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  testator's  land,  that  he  was  the 
executor  and  trustee  under  a  will  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that 
he  was  authorized  to  sell  the  land.  Guthman  v.  Meyer,  63  N. 
Y.  S.  971,  31  Misc.  810.  An  agreement  to  buy  land,  entered 
into  by  one  of  two  executors  for  himself  and  his  co-executor, 
is  not  binding,  since  the  power  of  an  executor  can  not  be  dele- 
gated.    Wilson  V.  Mason,  158  111.  304,  42  N.  E.  134. 

A  promise  made  by  an  administrator  to  a  broker  to  compensate 
him  for  selling  land,  followed  by  a  sale  to  a  customer  introduced 
by  the  broker,  is  a  personal  contract  disconnected  from  the 
ownership  of  the  land  sold.  Moore  v.  Daiher,  92  Mich.  402,  52 
N.  W.  742;  nickman-Coleman  Co,  v.  Leggett  (Cal.  App.  '09), 
100  P.  1072. 

Where  the  owner  of  an  interest  in  a  mine  agreed  to  pay  an 
agent  a  certain  commission  for  selling  the  same,  and  a  pros- 
pective purchaser  was  secured  who  took  an  option  on  the  in- 
terest for  a  fixed  period,  the  owner  depositing  a  deed  in  escrow; 
before  the  expiration  of  the  option  the  owner  died  and  the  deed, 
on  the  failure  of  the  party  to  exercise  his  option,  was  returned 
to  the  administrator;  subsequently  the  party  who  had  held  the 
option  purchased  the  interest  from  the  administrator  for  the 
price  previously  agreed  upon.  Held,  that  the  administrator 
was  not  liable  for  the  commission  agreed  upon  in  the  contract 
made  with  the  decedent.  Trickcy  v.  Crowe,  8  Ariz.  176,  71  P. 
965 ;  affirmed  204,  U.  S.  228 ;  Crow  v.  narmon,  204  U.  S.  241 ; 
affirming  Harmon  v.  Crowe,  71  P.  1125;  Enyeqrt  v.  Figard,  38 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  488. 

Where  an  administrator  authorized  a  broker  to  sell  decedent's 
land,  and  he  received  the  required  deposit  subject  to  return  if 
the  sale  was  not  completed,  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent 
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was  established  between  the  parties  and  not  that  of  vendor  and 
purchaser,  and  therefore  the  purchaser  could  recover  the  de- 
posit from  the  administrator,  on  a  breach  of  the  specified  con- 
ditions, and  was  not  required  to  sue  the  broker.  Melone  v.  Ruf- 
fino,  129  Cal.  514,  62  P.  93,  79  Am.  St.  R.  127. 

Where  a  broker  agreed  with  an  owner  of  land  to  sell  it,  and 
that  all  above  a  certain  price  should  be  divided  between  them, 
and  advised  her,  after  a  certain  time,  to  sell  below  the  price 
named,  on  the  ground  that  the  land  was  not  worth  more,  and 
eflFected  a  sale  after  the  death  of  the  owner,  for  her  executor, 
at  a  price  which  left  nothing  to  be  divided  under  his  agree- 
ment with  the  decedent,  a  claim  against  the  executor  for  com- 
missions could  not  be  allowed.  In  re  French's  Est.,  101  N.  Y. 
S.  734,  51  Misc.  R.  457. 

Under  a  statute  requiring  that  an  agreement  authorizing  an 
agent  to  sell  real  estate  for  a  commission  must  be  in  writing, 
a  real  estate  agent  can  not  recover  from  executors,  as  individuals, 
commissions  for  selling  property,  when  the  contract  produced 
consists  of  letters  from  one  of  the  executors  only,  which  show 
that  he  was  acting  as  executor  and  not  individually.  Perkins 
V.  Cooper  (Cal.  Supreme  '90),  24  P.  377. 

Where  the  will  gave  the  executor  power  to  sell  land,  and  the 
executor  entered  into  a  contract  authorizing  an  agent  to  sell  a 
portion  of  the  land,  promising  him  commissions  therefor,  and 
the  agent  secured  a  purchaser  to  whom  a  conveyance  was  exe- 
cuted, the  agent  can  maintain  an  action  against  the  executor  as 
such  for  his  services.  Ingham  v.  Ryan  (Cal.  App.  '03),  71 
P.  899. 

Where  legacies  are  charged  on  real  estate  and  the  necessity 
for  a  sale  of  the  land  is  clear,  commissions  of  a  broker  upon 
such  sales  should  be  allowed  as  a  necessary  expense  of  admin- 
istration, on  appraisal  of  the  estate  for  the  transfer  tax.  In  re 
VtothschUd's  Estate.  118  N.  Y.  S.  654,  63  Misc.  Rep.  615. 

Sec.  35.    Trusts  and  Trustees. 

Defendant  brokers,  being  authorized  by  plaintiff  to  sell  land 
for  $2,300,  intrusted  the  matter  to  6,  an  employe,  who  per- 
suaded one  S  to  take  the  land  for  $2,300,  promising  that  de- 
fendants would  raise  the  money  for  him;  defendants  failed  to 
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raise  the  money,  whereupon  S  begged  G  to  find  some  one  to 
take  the  contract  off  his  hands  and  save  him  the  $100  paid  to 
plaintiff;  defendants  having  then  disposed  of  part  of  the  land 
for  $600,  H,  another  employe  of  defendants,  with  knowledge 
of  the  facts,  agreed  to  take  over  the  contract,  S  to  take  another 
part  of  the  land  for  $600,  counting  in  his  $100  paid ;  these  two 
sales  for  $600  each  amounted  to  half  of  the  land;  plaintiff  not 
knowing  that  H  was  an  employe  of  defendants  gave  him  a  deed 
and  received  from  him  $2,300,  less  $200  commissions  paid  to 
defendants ;  H  later  sold  the  rest  of  the  land  for  $2,100.  Held, 
that  defendants  and  H  were  guilty  of  a  legal  fraud  on  plain- 
tiff, and  must,  as  trustees,  account  to  him  for  the  profits  realized. 
Powers  V.  Black,  159  Pa.  St.  153,  28  A.  133. 

An  agent  who  takes  a  conveyance  in  his  own  name  will  be 
charged  as  holding  it  in  trust  for  his  principal.  Sweet  v.  Jo- 
cocks,  6  Paige  (N.  Y.),  355;  Church  v.  Sterling,  16  Conn.  388; 
Pinnock  v.  Clough,  16  Vt.  500;  Smtzer  v.  Skiles,  3  Gilm.  (III.) 
529;  Follansbee  v.  Kilhreaih,  17  111.  522.  Compare  1st  Bank 
V.  Bissell,  2  McCrary  (U.  S.),  73. 

A  mortgage  note  was  given  to  a  real  estate  broker  by  the 
mortgagee  for  collection,  and  the  mortgagor  also  placed  the 
land  in  said  broker's  hands  for  private  sale;  a  private  sale  which 
the  broker  attempted  to  make  having  failed,  on  account  of  a 
defect  in  the  title,  and  the  mortgagor  having  ceased  to  trust 
or  rely  on  the  broker,  the  latter  had  the  property  sold  under  a 
power  in  the  mortgage,  and  it  was  bought  by  a  third  person 
not  in  privity  with  the  broker.  Held,  that  the  broker  was  not 
guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust.  Ritchie  v.  Judd,  137  111.  453,  27  N. 
E.  682.  An  agent  who  has  invested  his  principal's  money  in 
land  and  taken  the  title  in  his  own  name,  will  not  be  allowed 
to  set  up  the  statute  of  frauds  against  the  enforcement  of  the 
trust,  on  the  ground  that  the  agency  was  without  written  au- 
thority.   Firestone  v.  Firestone,  49  Ala.  128. 

A  trustee  for  the  sale  of  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts  who 
purchased  them  himself  by  taking  undue  advantage  of  the  con- 
fidence reposed  in  him  by  the  plaintiff,  and  before  the  comple- 
tion of  the  contract  sold  them  at  a  highly  advanced  price,  was 
decreed  to  be  a  trustee  for  the  original  vendor  as  to  the  sums 
produced  by  such  second  sale.    Fox  v.  Mackreth,  2  Brown  Ch. 
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(Eng.),  400.  Where  plaintiflF  employed  defendant  as  his  agent 
to  purchase  certain  property,  and  defendant  falsely  represented 
to  the  seller  that  it  was  necessary  that  he  should  take  the  title, 
and  wrongfully  procured  the  deed  to  be  made  in  his  own  name, 
he  held  title  as  a  trustee  ex  maleficio,  and  was  liable  at  the  suit 
of  the  plaintiff  to  be  compelled  to  convey.  Harrison  v.  Craven, 
188  Mo.  590,  87  S.  W.  962. 

A  co-agent,  under  a  power  to  sell,  is  not  bound  by  an  author- 
ized option  not  given  or  ratified  by  himself,  and  if  he  purchases 
the  land  himself  can  not  be  held  as  a  trustee  for  a  claimant 
under  the  option.  Tibbs  v.  Zirkle,  55  W.  Va.  49,  46  S.  E.  701, 
104  Am.  St.  R.  977.  Where  real  estate  was  transferred  to  a 
trustee  to  hold  or  convey  the  same  as  he  thought  best,  items 
paid  real  estate  agents  and  others  as  commissions  on  sales  of 
real  estate,  which  were  shown  to  be  reasonable  commissions  for 
the  services  rendered,  were  properly  charged  against  the  trust 
estate.  Babbitt  v.  Fidelity  Trust  Co.,  70  N.  J.  Eq.  651,  66  A. 
1076. 

If  one  wl^o  is  clearly  the  agent  for  another  to  purchase  prop- 
erty repudiates  the  agency  and  acts  for  himself,  using  his  own 
funds,  he  can  not  be  declared  a  trustee  for  his  principal,  al- 
though the  latter  may  have  been  misled  by  the  conduct  of  the 
former.  First  Bank  v.  Bissell,  2  McCrary  (U.  S.),  73.  Compare 
Hutchison  v.  Hutchison,  4  Desau.  (S.  C),  77.  In  the  absence 
of  a  specific  agreement  therefor,  a  broker  who  procures  a  loan 
for  the  benefit  of  a  trust  estate  has  no  lien  on  such  estate  for 
his  commission,  his  remedy  being  against  the  trustee  personally. 
Johnson  V.  Leman,  131  111.  609,  23  N.  E.  435. 

Sec.  36.    Principal  and  a^pent. 

The  relation  of  principal  and  agent  arises  out  of  contract. 
T  and  W  entered  into  an  agreement  with  0  to  sell  real  estate 
for  him  within  a  certain  time,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the 
time  0  requested  the  return  of  the  agreement:  W  offered  to 
purchase  the  land  himself  rather  than  lose  the  sale.  Held,  that 
the  offer  was  not  equivalent  to  a  sale,  the  relation  between  the 
parties  was  that  of  principal  and  agent,  and  could  not,  without 
(>*s  consent,  be  changed  into  that  of  vendor  and  purchaser. 
Tower  v.  OWefl,  66  Pa.  St.  332.    A  broker  who  asks  and  ob- 
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tains  from  the  owner  the  price  of  land,  that  alone  does  not 
establish  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent;  uor  a  contract  of 
employment.  Stephens  v.  Bailey,  149  Ala.  256,  42  S.  740;  Deiv- 
ion  V.  Abrams,  105  X.  Y.  S.  2,  120  App.  Div.  593.  Nor  does 
one  who  takes  an  option  to  purchase  real  estate  at  a  stated  price 
sustain  the  relation  of  agent  for  the  vendor  to  negotiate  its  sale. 
Southack  v.  Lane,  52  N.  Y.  S.  687,  23  Misc.  515,  r.  on  o.  gr.  65  N. 
Y.  S.  629,  32  Misc.  141 ;  Davenport  v.  Corbett,  98  N.  Y.  S.  403, 
112  App.  Div.  382. 

An  option  and  title  bond  taken  by  an  agent  to  insure  the 
carrying  of  a  sale  into  effect,  if  made,  does  not  change  the  re- 
lation of  principal  and  agent,  and  the  principal  remains  liable 
for  the  fraud  of  the  agent.    Alger  v.  Anderson,  78  Fed.  729. 

The  rule  that  a  sale  by  a  party  direct,  leaves  the  broker's 
right  to  commissions  intact,  where  the  latter  has  furnished  the 
purchaser,  and  has  thus  been  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale, 
presupposes  a  relationship  of  principal  and  agent,  arid  hence, 
where  that  relationship  does  not  exist,  the  rule  does  not  apply. 
Pecos  Valley  Imp.  Co.  v.  Cecil  (N.  M.  Sup.  '09),  99  P.' 695. 

Sec.  37.    Partnenliipi 

A  contract  whereby  the  obligors  bind  themselves  to  contribute 
certain  moneys  toward  the  purchase  of  land,  does  not  constitute 
them  partners  so  as  to  authorize  one  to  select  a  trustee  to  take 
the  title  and  execute  notes  for  the  purchase  price  and  a  deed  of 
trust  as  security  therefor.  Ferguson  v.  Gooch,  94  Va.  1,  26  S. 
E.  397;  Fisk  v.  Waite  (Or.  Sup.  '09),  99  P.  283.  A  real  estate 
agent  can  not  be  permitted  to  form  an  arrangement  with  a  third 
party  to  purchase  the  land  of  his  principal  as  partners;  he  can 
not  assume  a  position  where  he  can  speculate  off  of  his  prin- 
cipal.   Reardon  v.  Washburn,  59  111.  App.  161. 

The  fact  that  the  partner  of  a  purchaser  produced  by  a  real 
estate  broker,  unknown  to  him,  attempted  to  buy  direct  from 
the  owner  and  that  the  owner  refused  to  sell  should  not  deprive 
the  broker  of  his  commissions  on  a  sale  made  to  his  customer, 
where  he  had  no  knowledge  of  the  partner's  negotiations,  and 
the  broker  acted  in  good  faith.  Hartford  v.  McOillicuddy,  103 
Me.  224,  68  A.  860.  Where  a  real  estate  agent  has  a  written 
contract  with  the  owner  of  land  to  put  it  upon  the  market,  ad- 
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vertise  and  sell  the  same,  having  for  his  interest  only  a  share 
in  the  surplus  profits  arising  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
the  land.  Held,  that  the  contract  was  one  of  agency  and  not 
of  partnership.    Durkee  v.  Ounn,  41  Kan.  496,  21  P.  637. 

Where  a  firm  of  two  members  contracted  to  manage  and  sell 
the  lots  of  a  corporation  at  a  town  other  than  that  at  which  the 
partners  resided,  the  fact  that  the  business  was  carried  on  in 
the  town  where  the  lots  were  located  by  only  one  of  the  part- 
ners was  not  a  breach  of  the  contract.  Albany  Lcmd  Co.  v. 
Rickel,  162  Ind.  222,  70  N.  E.  158. 

The  testimony  of  one  of  two  brokers  that  the  firm  never  re- 
ceived the  alleged  letter  revoking  their  authority  is  competent 
to  show  that  neither  he  nor  his  partner  received,  it.  Sayre  v. 
Wilson,  86  Ala.  151,  5  S.  157. 

Authority  conferred  on  a  partnership  to  sell  real  estate  is 
terminated  on  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership.  Larson  v. 
Newman  (N.  D.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  202;  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec 
221.    Compare  Sec.  637b. 

The  illegality  of  a  real  estate  firm  agreement  arising  from 
the  fact  that  it  contemplated  the  representation  by  the  firm  of 
both  parties  in  the  transactions  does  not  affect  transactions 
wherein  the  firm  represented  but  one  party  and  earned  com- 
missions lawfully,  and  as  to  such  commissions  a  partner  can  not 
withhold  from  his  copartner  his  share,  on  the  ground  that  the 
firm  conducted  other  illegal  transactions.  Fryer  v.  Harker  (Iowa 
Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  526. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

SECTION.  SECTION. 

38.  Ck>rporation8.  40.    The  yendor, 

39.  Husband  and  wife.  41.    The  vendee  or  purchaser. 

Sac.  38.    0<Mrporatioii8. 

Where  defendants,  who  were  two  of  the  oflBcers  of  a  cor- 
poration, employed  plaintiff  to  sell  the  corporate  assets  for  a 
certain  price,  and  he  procured  a  purchaser,  ready,  willing  and 
able  to  purchase  at  that  price,  it  was  no  defense  to  an  action 
brought  to  recover  commissions  that  plaintiff  knew  that  defend- 
ants did  not  own  a  majority  of  the  stock  of  the  corporation, 
and  that  plaintiff  did  not  procure  a  ratification  of  the  trans- 
action by  the  stockholders.  Norman  v.  Hopper,  ^8  Wash.  415, 
80  P.  551;  Lawson  v.  Bl^ck  Diamond  Coal  Mining  Co,  (Wash. 
Sup.  '09),  102  P.  759. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  evi- 
dence held  insufficient  to  show  that  the  share  holders  of  the 
association  which  owned  the  real  estate  ever  authorized  the  offi- 
cers thereof  to  list  the  real  estate  with  plaintiff  for  sale,  or 
ratified  the  same.  Spottswood  v.  Morris,  12  Idaho,  360,  85  P. 
1094,  6  L.  R.  A.   (N.  S.)   665. 

The  treasurer  of  a  charitable  corporation,  without  authority, 
took  railroad  bonds  registered  in  the  name  of  the  corporation 
to  a  broker  for  sale,  the  broker  refused  to  handle  the  bonds 
unless  they  were  made  transferable  to  bearer  by  the  legal  trans- 
fer agent  of  the  railroad  company;  the  transfer  agent  required 
from  the  corporation  a  copy  of  a  resolution  of  its  directors 
authorizing  the  transfer  and  a  power  of  attorney  to  make  it; 
the  treasurer  drew  up  a  resolution  of  authority  and  forged 
thereto  the  signatures  of  the  officers  and  the  seal  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  also  fx)rged  a  power  of  attorney;  the  transfer 

agent  thereupon,  in  good  faith,  made  the  transfer  and  the  broker 
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sold  the  bonds.  Heldy  that  the  broker  and  the  railroad  com- 
pany were  liable  to  the  corporation  for  the  value  of  the  bonds, 
though  both  acted  in  good  faith,  and  the  corporation  may  re- 
cover from  either.  Jennie  Clarkson  Home  for  Children  v.  B. 
R.  Co.,  87  N.  Y.  S.  348,  1137,  1138,  92  App.  Div.  491,  618,  617, 
74  N.  E.  571,  1118,  182  N.  Y.  47,  507,  70  L.  B.  A.  787. 

Under  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  a  corporation,  in  order  -to 
lawfully  engage  in  the  business  of  buying  and  selling  real  estate 
for  others,  must  pay  a  license  tax  or  fee  to  the  commonwealth. 
Commonwealth  v.  Sam,  W.  Blacky  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  431.  A 
broker  sustaining  a  relation  of  trust  to  a  purchasing  corpora- 
tion could  not  recover  a  commission  for  effecting  a  sale  of  real 
estate  to  it,  without  proof  that  the  purchaser  had  knowledge 
of  and  consented  to  his  contract  for  commissions.  Steel  v.  Law- 
yer, 47  Wash.  266,  91  P.  958;  Nekarda  v.  Presberger,  107  N. 
Y.  S.  897,  123  App.  Div.  418. 

A  person  dealing  with  an  officer  of  a  corporation  in  a  matter 
concerning  which  the  corporation  has  power  to  act  is  not  bound 
to  know  the  limits  of  the  officer's  authority  to  act  for  the 
corporation.  Groeltz  v.  Armstrongy  125  Iowa,  39,  99  N.  W.  128. 
A  written  contract  may  be  entered  into  by  a  corporation,  with- 
out formal  vote  or  written  entry  thereof,  by  its  directors,  where 
they  are  all  present  and  assent  thereto.  Indiana  Bermudez  Asp. 
Co,  V.  Robinson,  29  Ind.  App.  59,  63  N.  E.  797. 

A  corporation  organized  for  the  purpose  of  buying  land  and 
selling  it  out  in  lots,  is  not  bound  by  a  contract  between  the 
president  and  the  secretary  by  which  the  latter  was  to  have 
a  certain  commission  on  **eaeh  lot  sold  for  the  company,"  de- 
fendant is  liable  only  for  a  reasonable  commission  on  the  amount 
actually  received  from  such  sales,  the  officers  making  the  con- 
tract both  being  directors.  Louisville  Bdg.  Assn.  v.  Began,  20 
Ky.  L.  R.  1629,  49  S.  W.  796.  Where,  by  a  contract  in  regard 
to  the  sale  of  property,  a  broker  arranged  with  all  the  parties 
that  his  compensation  should  be  paid  in  certain  stock  of  a  com- 
pany to  be  formed  by  him  and  others  to  buy  the  land,  he  can 
not  hold  the  vendors  responsible  for  such  compensation.  Botvles 
V.  AUetu  21  S.  E.  (Va.)  665.  Where  defendant  in  his  negotia- 
tions  with  a  broker  did  not  purport  to  bind  himself  individually, 
but  purported  to  bind  a  corporation  of  which  he  was  the  pres- 
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ident,  no  recovery  can  be  had  against  him  for  commissions. 
Oroeltz  V.  Armstrotig,  125  Iowa,  39,  99  N.  W.  128. 

The  fact  that  a  broker  employed  to  effect  a  sale  is  a  director 
in  the  corporation  which  he  procures  to  buy  the  property  does 
not  prevent  him  from  recovering  commissions,  where  the  per- 
son who  practically  owns  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation 
consents  to  the  transaction,  the  question  of  fair  dealing  being 
submitted  to  the  jury.  Goldshen  v.  Barrow,  85  N.  Y.  S.  395, 
42  Misc.  198.  Compare  Investment  Co.  v.  Ater,  49  Wash.  446, 
95  P.  1017.  In  an  action  brought  by  a  broker  against  a  cor- 
poration to  recover  commissions,  he  must  establish  his  employ- 
ment by  one  authorized  to  bind  the  corporation,  or  prove  a 
subsequent  knowledge  of,  adoption  and  ratification  of  his  em- 
ployment by  the  corporation.  Twelfth  St,  Market  Co.  v.  Jack- 
son, 102  Pa.  St.  269 ;  Cohn  v.  James  McCreaty  Realty  Cor.,  92 
N.  Y.  S.  143,  102  App.  Div.  611. 

Sec.  39.    Husband  and  wife. 

One  who  negotiates  a  sale  of  land  belonging  to  a  husband 
and  wife  can  not  recover  of  the  husband  compensation  for  sell- 
ing the  wife's  interest  in  the  land,  unless  the  husband  agrees 
to  pay  therefor.  Spang eman  v.  Palestine  Bldg.  Assn.,  60  N.  J. 
L.  357,  37  A.  723;  Hansbrotigh  v.  Neal,  94  Va.  722,  27  S.  E.  593. 
It  does  not  follow  that  because  the  husband  has  charge  of  the 
wife's  property  and  has  authority  to  sell  the  same,  that  he  is 
authorized  to  employ  another  to  procure  a  purchaser.  Oroscup 
V.  Downey,  105  Md.  273,  65  A.  930.    See  also  Sec.  1022. 

A  husband  undertaking  to  be  bound  for  the  commissions  of 
the  broker  for  effecting  a  sale  of  real  estate  for  his  wife,  is 
personally  bound  whether  he  discloses  his  agency  for  his  wife 
or  not.    Jarvis  v.  Schaefer,  105  N.  Y.  289,  11  N.  E.  634. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land  belonging  to 
defendant,  it  appeared  that  plaintiff  had  sold  other  land  for 
defendant  and  her  husband  several  years  before,  and  that  this 
property  was  left  in  plaintiff's  hand  to  sell  for  $50,000,  and 
that  the  price  was  raised  until  finally  plaintiff  obtained  an 
offer  of  $65,000,  which  was  reported  to  defendant  and  her  hus- 
band, and  which  each  agreed  to  accept — the  husband  got  an 
abstract  of  title  and  the  purchaser  placed  checks  with  the  plain- 
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tiff  to  bind  the  bargain — ^but  when  the  time  came  for  closing 
the  sale  defendant  declined  to  execute  the  deed.  ffeW,  that 
there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  as  to  the  plaintiff's  em- 
ployment by  the  defendant  or  by  the  husband  as  her  agent. 
Codd  V.  Heiiz,  94  Mich.  191,  53  N.  W.  1057 ;  Sims  v.  RockweU, 
156  Mass.  372,  31  N.  E.  484.  The  refusal  of  the  wife  to  join 
with  the  husband  in  a  deed  of  conveyance  does  not  protect 
the  principal  from  liability  for  the  commission  earned  by  the 
broker  in  procuring  a  purchaser.  Tebo  v.  Mitchell,  5  Pennewill 
(Del.),  356,  63  A.  327;  Hamlin  v.  Schulte,  34  Minn.  534,  27 
N.  W.  301;  Goldberg  v.  Oelles,  68  N.  Y.  S.  400,  33  Misc.  797; 
Clapp  V.  Hughes,  1  Phila.  (Pa.)  382. 

A  man  is  not  bound  by  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  his  land 
made  by  a  broker  in  accordance  with  letters  and  a  telegram 
sent  by  his  wife,  who,  although  attending  to  his  correspondence 
and  the  renting  of  his  property,  had  no  written  authority  to 
contract  for  him,  and  who  sent  the  letters  and  telegram  in 
question  without  informing  him  of  their  contents.  Edwards  v. 
Tyler,  141  111.  454,  31  N.  E.  312.  To  sustain  an  action  for 
conunissions  a  broker  must  show  a  direct  employment  by  the 
principal,  or  a  direct  authority  for  him  to  treat  with  the  agent 
of  the  principal;  if  the  wife  for  her  husband  be  relied  upon 
special  authority  or  ratification  must  be  shown.  Harper  v. 
Ooodall,  62  How.  Pr.  fN.  Y.)  288,  10  Abb.  N.  Cas.  161;  Harrell 
V.  Veith,  13  N.  Y.  St.  738.  The  same  rule  applies  in  the  case 
of  a  wife's  property.  Hurd  v.  Lee,  116  N.  Y.  S.  445.  Where 
one  employs  a  real  estate  broker  to  find  a  buyer  for  land,  which 
he  occupies  with  his  wife  as  a  homestead,  and  the  broker  pro- 
duces a  purchaser  ready  and  willing  to  take  the  property,  the 
broker's  claim  for  compensation  is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that 
the  sale  is  prevented  by  the  refusal  of  the  wife  to  execute  a 
conveyance.  Branch  v.  Moore,  84  Ark.  462,  105  S.  W.  1178; 
Sialey  v.  Huifard,  73  Kan.  686.  85  P.  763 ;  Carey  v.  Whitman, 

110  Mo.  App.  204,  84  S.  W.  1131;  Young  v.  Ruhwedel,  119  Mo. 
App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228;  Kep^ier  v.  Ford   (N.  D.  Sup.   '07), 

111  N.  W.  619. 

The  same  is  true  of  the  sale  of  other  property  in  which  the 
wife  refuses  to  relinquish  her  right  of  dower.  Cook  v.  Fryer, 
3  Ky.  L.  R.  (abst.)  612.    Also,  where  the  wife  refused  to  sign 
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the  deed  unless  given  half  the  proceeds  of  sale,  with  which 
demand  the  husband  would  not  comply.  Martin  v.  SippreU, 
93  Minn.  271,  101  N.  W.  169.  The  defendant,  without  au- 
thority from  his  wife,  employed  plaintiff  as  a  broker  to  sell 
her  real  estate,  but  the  written  authorization  to  offer  the  prop- 
erty for  sale  was  not  signed  by  the  wife  or  her  attorney  in 
fact,  as  required  by  the  statute.  Held,  that  as  plaintiff  could 
not  have  recovered  against  the  wife  by  virtue  of  such  invalid 
writing,  even  if  defendant  had  had  authority  to  place  the  prop- 
erty for  sale,  defendant  was  not  individually  liable  for  the 
breach  of  an  implied  warranty  of  authority.  Hochbaum  v. 
Roiier,  101  N.  Y.  S.  531. 

A  married  woman,  under  the  statutes  of  Indiana,  has  power 
to  bind  herself  for  the  payment  of  a  broker's  services  rendered 
in  the  sale  of  her  real  estate.  Ispherding  v.  Wolf,  36  Ind.  App. 
250,  75  N.  E.  598.  A  married  woman,  without  separate  es- 
tate, who  in  1892  bought  a  farm,  jtook  title  to  it,  enjoyed  its 
fruits  for  seven  years,  and  then  sold  it  and  received  the  pur- 
chase money,  can  not  escape  liability  upon  her  written  promise 
to  pay  for  the  land  and  the  personal  property  which  was  ap- 
pended thereto,  on  the  ground  that  the  obligation  was  not 
binding  upon  her,  and  that,  without  any  offer  to  return  either 
the  property  or  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  Crosby  v.  Watters, 
28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  559. 

Sec.  40.    The  vendor. 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  sell  real  estate  he  is  the  agent 
of  the  vendor.  Gough  v.  Loomis,  123  Iowa,  642,  99  N.  W.  295 ; 
Earp  V.  Cummins,  54  Pa.  St.  394.  If  the  vendor  secretly  pays 
a  conunission  to  the  purchaser's  broker,  the  purchaser  has  a 
right  of  action  against  the  vendor  to  recover  the  amount  there- 
of. Orant  v.  Gold  Ex.  Syn.  1  Q.  B.  (Eng.)  233,  69  L.  J.  Q.  B, 
150,  82  L.  T.  R.  N.  S.  5,  48  Weekly  Rep.  280.     See  Sec.  401, 

Where,  through  the  misrepresentation  of  the  vendor,  inno- 
cently repeated  by  the  broker  to  the  prospective  purchaser,  and 
the  falsity  of  which,  being  discovered,  defeated  the  sale,  the 
broker  was  held  not  entitled  to  his  commission,  for  had  it  not 
been  for  the  misrepresentation  the  prospective  purchaser  would 
not  have  entered  into  the  agreement.    Crockett  v.  Grayson,  98 


Va.  354,  36  S.  E.  477.  Contra,  Goodman  v.  Hess,  107  N.  Y.  S. 
112,  56  Misc.  iS2.  Where  it  appears  that  a  real  estate  agent 
employed  to  sen  land  had  acted  in  similar  transactions  for  the 
vendor,  that  after  making  the  sale  the  agent  was  active  in 
assisting  the  vendee's  ag«-nt  in  clearing  up  some  defects  in  the 
title,  that  he  filled  up  a  deed  and  carried  it  to  the  vendor  to 
sign,  and  then  took  it  away,  without  objection  on  the  part  of 
the  vendor,  delivered  it  to  the  vendee's  agent,  and  received  the 
purchase  money,  which  he  appropriated  to  his  own  use,  and 
the  vendor  subsequently  admitted  to  disinterested  persons  that 
she  had  authorized  the  agent  to  collect  the  monev,  the  loss 
thereof  must  fall  on  the  vendor,  under  whose  authority  the  agent 
acted.  Frank  v.  Levy,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  554.  Compare  Rhode 
V.  Marqvis,  135  Mich.  48,  97  N.  W.  53.  Where  a  broker  acts 
openly  and  himself  buys  the  property,  the  vendor  accepting 
him  as  such,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  commissions  for  the  sale, 
upon  clear  proof  that  such  was  the  understanding  of  the  vendor 
at  the  time  of  the  sale.    Grant  v.  Hardy.  33  Wis.  668. 

A  real  estate  agent  employed  to  buy  certain  property  at  a 
certain  price,  does  not  forfeit  the  commission  which  the  pur- 
chaser agreed  to  pay  him,  because  he  secured  another  com- 
mi.ssion  from  the  vendor  after  the  vendor  had  accepted  the  terras 
offered.  Jonen  v.  Henry,  36  N.  Y  S.  483,  15  Misc.  151.  A 
contract  lo  pay  real  estate  agents  eommiaaiona  for  their  ser- 
vices in  endeavoring  to  efifect  a  sale,  entitles  the  agents  to  com- 
missions if  they  produce  a  rurtha^vr  to  whom  the  vendor  in 
fact  sells.  Boive  v.  Gage,  127  Wis.  245,  lOfi  N.  W.  1074,  115 
Am.  St.  R.  1010,  An  innocent  vendor  can  not  be  sued  in  tort 
for  the  fraud  of  his  agent  in  effecting  a  sale;  in  such  case  the 
vendee  may  rescind  the  contract  and  reclaim  the  money  paid, 
and  if  not  repaid,  may  sue  the  vendor  in  assumpsit  for  it,  or 
he  mav  sue  the  agent  for  the  deceit.  Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43 
M    -T    T.    9ft« 
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S.  W.  294;  Thornton  v.  ^^'ood-y  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '93),  24  S.  W. 
331.  See  also  Seca.  121,  164,  A  purchaser  contracted  to  buy 
land  and  agreed  to  pay  one-third  cash;  the  sale  was  not  made. 
Held,  that  the  broker,  in  order  to  recover  his  eommissiooB,  was 
not  required  to  prove  that  the  purehaser  was  of  such  financial 
responsibility  that  his  notes  for  the  balance  would  have  been 
good,  irrespective  of  a  vendor's  lien,  the  contract  employing 
the  broker  not  stipulating  that  the  purehaser  should  have  such 
financial  responsibility.  Clark  v.  "WUson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
450,  91  S.  W.  627.  A  vendor  may,  if  he  is  doubtful  of  the 
proposed  vendee's  ability  to  carry  out  his  contract  of  pur- 
chase, accept  the  contract  conditionally,  and  agree  to  sell,  pro- 
vided the  purchaser  proves  able  to  perform  its  condition.  Flynn 
V.  Jordal,  124  Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326.  A  broker  for  a  pur- 
chaser of  real  estate  can  not  call  upon  his  employer  to  go  to 
the  place  of  business  of  the  vendor,  and  there  make  the  con- 
tract or  negotiate  for  its  terms,  Logan  v.  McMullen,  4  Cal, 
App.  154,  87  P.  285. 

Sec.  11.    The  voidee  or  pnrcbaur. 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  buy  real  estate  he  is  the 
agent  of  the  vendee.  Marsh  v.  Bvchav,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  595,  22  A. 
128.  Where  a  vendor  under  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands, 
which  is  within  the  statute  of  frauds  because  not  in  writing, 
is  nevertheless  willing  and  offers  to  perform  on  his  part,  but 
the  vendee  refuses  to  fulfill  and  repudiates  the  contract,  the 
latter  is  not  entitled  to  recover  any  installments  of  purchase 
money  paid.  McEinne  v.  Harvie.  38  Minn.  18,  35  N.  W.  668. 
Where  an  agent  is  authorized  to  sell  and  convey  lands,  and  en- 
ters into  a  contract  with  the  vendee,  his  receipts  bind  the  prin- 
cipal.    Peck  V.  Harrioit,  6  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  146. 

The  owner  of  land  authorized  a  broker  to  make  a  sale  there- 
of, "commissions  to  be  paid  out  of  payments  as  made,"  and  a 
letter  in  setting  forth  the  terms  of  the  sale  provided  that  on 
default  by  the  purchaser  all  prior  payments  should  be  forfeited 
and  neither  party  have  any  claims  on  the  other;  the  broker 
found  a  purchaser,  who  gave  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  the  pay- 
ments and  subsequently  defaulted;  thereafter,  the  vendor  re- 
leased the  vendee  from  his  obligations  and  conveyed  to  another, 
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and  the  broker  sued  for  commissions  on  the  entire  price.  Held, 
that  the  contract  between  the  parties  did  not  entitle  the  broker 
to  commissions  except  on  those  payments  actually  made  by  the 
vendee.  Murray  v.  Richard,  103  Va.  132,  48  S.  E.  871.  Com- 
pare Seymour  v.  St.  Luke's  Hospital,  50  N.  T.  S.  989,  28  App. 
Div.  119. 

A  vendee,  defrauded  by  the  agent  of  the  vendor,  may  re- 
scind the  contract  and  reclaim  the  money  paid,  and  if  not  re- 
paid may  sue  the  vendor  in  assumpsit  for  it,  or  he  may  sue  the 
agent  for  the  deceit.  Kennedy  v,  McKay,  43  N.  J.  L.  288; 
Farris  v.  WUder  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  115  S.  W.  645.  Where 
the  vendee  knows  that  the  vendor  is  a  broker,  and  though  there 
is  reason  to  believe  he  is  selling  the  property  for  some  prin- 
cipal, yet  if  he  does  not  see  fit  to  bind  his  principal  by  the 
form  of  the  contract  made,  by  contracting  in  his  own  name, 
he  may  become  liable  as  a  vendor.  Scaling  v.  KnoUin.  94  III. 
App.  443.  A  broker  to  purchase  real  estate  for  a  vendee  can 
not  call  on  his  principal  to  go  to  the  place  of  business  of  the 
vendor  to  make  the  contract  or  negotiate  as  to  its  terms.  Logan 
V.  McMulUn,  4  Cal.  App.  154,  87  P.  285.  If  the  contract  re- 
quires the  price  to  be  paid  in  cash,  the  purchaser  must  have 
the  cash  at  the  time  available  for  the  purpose.  Neiderlander 
V.  Starr,  50  Kan.  766,  32  P.  359;  Waiters  v.  Dancey  (S.  D. 
Sup.  '09).  122  N.  W.  430.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  the  purchaser 
has  property  from  which  the  price  might  be  realized  by  suit. 
Dent  V.  Powell,  93  Iowa,  711,  61  N.  W.  1043. 

If  at  the  time  of  signing  the  contract  the  purchaser  is  ready 
to  make  the  payment  then  due,  the  broker  is  not  required  to 
show  that  be  has  funds  available  to  make  the  final  payment. 
Levy  V.  Rujf,  23  N.  T.  S.  1002,  4  Misc.  180.  Mere  insolvency 
of  the  purchaser  does  not  defeat  the  broker's  right  to  commis- 
sions where  the  sale  contemplated  being  secured  by  a  bond  and 
deed  of  trust,  which  the  purchaser  is  prepared  to  deliver.  Boss 
V.  Fickling.  11  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  442.  The  fact  that  the  pur- 
chaser procured  was  representing  a  concealed  principal  does 
not  affect  the  broker's  right  to  commissions,  if  the  produced 
purchaser  was  able,  ready  and  willing  to  buy  on  the  terms  au- 
thorized by  the  principal  and  no  binding  written  contract  of 
sale  is  required.    OfXlott  v.  Ridge,  117  Mo,  553,  23  S.  W.  882. 
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Where  land  is  intrusted  to  a  broker  to  sell  and  collect  the 
purchase  money,  a  purchaser  is  entitled  to  credit  for  payments 
made  to  the  broker  before  the  receipt  by  the  purchaser  of  a 
notice  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  broker's  authority.  Meeker  v. 
Mannin,  162  111.  203,  44  N.  E.  397;  Lawler  v.  Armstrong  (Wash. 
Sup.  '09),  102  P.  775.  A  purchaser  who  makes  a  parol  con- 
tract and  repudiates  it  before  it  is  reduced  to  writing,  bars  the 
right  of  the  broker  to  recover  commissions.  OUchrist  v.  Clarke, 
86  Tenn.  583,  8  S.  W.  572;  Sloman  v.  Bodtvcll,  24  Neb.  790, 
40  N.  W.  321.  A  purchaser  buying  real  estate  of  an  agent 
must,  at  his  peril,  ascertain  the  extent  of  the  agent's  powers. 
MUne  V.  Kleb,  14  A.  646,  810,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  378.  See  also  Sec.  18. 
After  concluding  the  contract  of  sale  a  broker  may  become 
the  agent  of  the  purchaser,  when  he  puts  money  into  the  hands 
of  said  agent  to  pay  for  the  land.  Smali  v.  Collins,  6  Houst. 
(Del.)  273. 

A  complaint  in  an  action  to  recover  a  real  estate  broker's 
commission  is  not  demurrable  because  of  failure  to  allege  that 
the  agent  disclosed  to  defendant  the  identity  of  the  purchaser, 
where  it  does  not  appear  that  he  refused  to  do  so,  or  that  the 
defendant  made  demand  therefor,  or  suffered  any  injury  from 
the  fact  of  concealment.  Bertleson  v.  Hoffman,  35  Wash.  459, 
77  P.  801.  A  broker  who  conceals  the  name  of  the  real  pur- 
chaser, and  puts  forward  a  fictitious  purchaser,  commits  a  legal 
fraud  and  can  not  recover  commissions.  Pratt  v.  Patterson,  12 
Phila.  (Pa.)  460,  112  Pa.  St.  475.  An  owner  of  real  estate 
who  offers  to  pay  a  certain  sum  to  another  if  he  finds  a  pur- 
chaser at  a  named  price,  may.  nevertheless,  sell  the  property 
himself,  at  any  time  before  the  other  has  acted  upon  the  offer 
and  secured  a  purchaser,  and  securing  a  party  who  will  pur- 
chase on  different  terms  from  those  proposed  by  the  owner  in 
his  offer  is  not  securing  a  purchaser  within  the  meaning  of 
the  contract  so  as  to  entitle  the  broker  to  a  commission.  Darrow 
V.  Harlow,  21  Wis.  306. 

A  land  agent  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  or  compensation 
for  pro(ftiring  a  purchaser  of  a  plantation,  when  it  is  shown 
that  the  intended  purchaser  declined  to  complete  the  contract, 
without  fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  principal,  on 
account  of  a  supposed  defect  in  the  title.    Blankenship  v.  Byer- 
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son,  50  Ala.  426,  "Where  a  real  estate  agent,  for  an  agreed 
compensation,  undertakes  to  find  a  purchaser  satisfactory  to  the 
owner,  he  alone  has  the  right  to  determine  the  consideratiou 
for  which  he  will  sell  and  the  details  coveming  the  payments.' 
Kilkam  v.  Wilsnii.  1J2  Fed:  565,  50  C.  C.  A.  108. 

An  agreement  between  the  owner  of  real  estate  and  an  agent 
whereby  the  latter  was  appointed  to  collect  rents,  make  neees- 
sary  improvements,  keep  the  property  insured,  pay  the  taxes 
and  the  expenses  that  might  become  necessary  with  a  view  to 
procuring  purchasers,  and  to  receive  for  compensation  a  spec- 
ified per  cent,  of  the  amount  collected,  did  not  constitute  him 
an  agent  with  authority  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  the  prop- 
erty.   Heim  v.  Asklon,  121  Iowa,  265,  96  N.  W.  745. 

A  contract  made  by  a  broker  to  procure,  for  a  compensation, 
certain  property  for  a  purchaser,  is  not  within  the  statute  for 
offering  real  estate  for  sale,  requiring  that  the  broker  should 
have  written  authority  from  the  owner  of  the  property.  Fried- 
mati  V.  Buitker,  !)1  N.  Y.  S.  896,  45  Misc.  178. 

Where  a  land-owner  employed  the  plaintiff  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser on  terms  whereby  a  certain  cash  payment  was  to  be 
made  and  a  mortgage  given,  and  on  producing  the  proposed 
purchaser  the  plaintiff  offered  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  pur- 
chase money,  if  the  land-owner  was  not  satisfied  with  the  pur- 
chaser's ability  to  make  the  deferred  payments  when  they  fell 
due,  it  was  held  that  such  offer  did  not  remove  the  objection 
of  inability  of  the  purchaser  to  perform  the  contract,  as  it 
amounted  to  a  proposal  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  proposed  sale. 
Young  v.  Rithwedel,  119  Mo.  App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228.  Compare 
nicke  v.  Post,  110  N.  Y.  S.  79,  125  App.  Div.  607. 

So,  where  a  broker  sought  to  recover  commissions  for  find'ng 
a  purchaser  for  defendant's  real  estate,  a  showing  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff  that  he  produced  a  person  willing  to  take  the 
property  at  defendant's  price,  on  condition  that  the  plaintiff 
furnished  or  procured  the  necessary  money,  and  that  plaintiff 
had  promise  of  a  loan  to  enable  him  to  do  so,  did  not  show 
performance  on  the  part  of  plaintiff.  McCune  v.  Badger,  126 
"Wis.  186,  105  \.  W.  667. 

"Where  a  broker  made  active  efforts  to  effect  a  purchase  for 
his  employer,  but  another  broker  first  procured  a  satisfactory 
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offer  of  sale,  the  first  broker  was  not  entitled  to  any  commis- 
Bions.  Fnedmwn  v.  Polstein,  97  N.  Y.  S.  1032,  49  Misc.  644. 
In  the  absence  of  a  special  euntraet  a  broker  is  not  entitled 
to  a  commission  on  merely  bringing  a  purchaser,  who  was 
ready,  willing  and  able  to  pay  the  price  demanded,  where  no 
sale  was  made,  because  of  a  disagreement  as  to  when  the  trans- 
fer should  take  place.  Ilaase  v.  Schneider,  98  X,  Y.  S.  587, 
112  App.  Div,  336.    See  also  See.  33, 

A  real  estate  agent  does  not  produce  purchasers  willing  to 
execute  the  contract  on  the  terms  prescribed  so  as  to  be  en- 
titled to  a  commission,  where  they  insist  upon  more  onerous 
terras  than  those  originally  agreed  upon,  and  on  denial  thereof 
refuse  to  buy.  Weiss  v.  Eobinson,  98  N.  Y.  S.  429,  112  App. 
Div.  276.    See  also  Sec.  33. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring  a 
purchaser,  it  appeared  that  the  person  procured  by  the  broker 
entered  into  a  contract  with  the  owner  which  stipulated  for  a 
sale  of  the  real  estate  for  a  specified  sum  and  two  mortgages, 
and  required  the  closinff  of  the  contract  at  a  subsequent  date; 
the  parties  failed  to  close  the  contract  because  of  the  exist- 
ence of  a  third  mortgage  on  the  premises.  Held,  that  the  broker 
wns  not  entitled  to  enmmissions;  the  person  procured  by  him 
having  no  ripht  to  refuse  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  property  subject  to  two  mortgages  only,  where 
the  owner  was  able  to  perform  the  contract  when  the  time  for 
the  passing  of  the  title  arrived.  Shipiro  v.  Nadler,  99  N.  Y.  S. 
879,  51  Misc.  13.     See  also  Sec.  33. 

Where  a  broker  was  emplnved  to  procure  a  purchaser,  or 
one  willing  to  exchange  properties,  his  contract  was  performed 
when  he  procured  a  purchaser  able  and  willing  to  purchase  or 
exchange,  and  the  fact  that  the  broker  made  material  misrep- 
resentations as  to  the  property  exchanged  for  his  client's  was  no 
bar  to  his  recovery  of  his  commis,sions,  ns  the  agent  performed 
his  contract  when  he  brought  the  parties  together,  and  they, 
themselves,  concluded  the  trade.  Nichols  v.  Whitacre.  112  Mo. 
App.  692,  87  S.  W.  S94.  See  Sec.  475.  A  broker  employed 
to  sell  land  on  commission  has  a  right  to  give  a  part  of  the 
commissions  to  the  purchaser.  Stephens  v.  Tomlinxon  {Tes. 
Civ.  App.  '05),  88  S.  W.  304. 
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Where  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  con- 
tract to  sell  real  estate  for  the  pujrchase  of  which  he  entered 
into  te  contract  with  the  agent,  knew,  as  did  also  the  agent,  the 
terms  on  which  the  defendant  would  sell,  but  chose  to  enter 
into  a  contract  contrary  thereto,  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover. 
Fleming  v.  Burke,  122  Towa,  433,  98  N.  W.  288.  See  also  Sec. 
307.  Where  a  real  estate  agent  claims  compensation  for  se- 
curing the  attendance  of  a  purchaser  at  a  public  land  sale,  he 
must  at  least  show  that  he  had  some  effect  upon  the  purchaser's 
attendance.  Perkins  v.  Underhill,  103  N.  Y.  S.  25,  118  App. 
Div.  170. 

In  Nebraska,  to  entitle  a  broker  to  recover  on  a  purchase  of 
real  estate,  it  is  necessary  that  he  procure  a  valid  conveyance 
of  the  real  estate  or  an  enforceable  contract  for  a  sale.  Bolton 
V.  Cobum,  78  Neb.  731,  111  N.  W.  780,  782.  Where  the  owner 
of  property  employed  a  real  estate  broker  to  find  a  purchaser, 
the  mere  fact  that  the  prospective  purchaser  found  by  him 
afterward  notified  him  that  she  did  not  intend  to  purchase  did 
not  deprive  him  of  his  right  to  compensation,  where  she  actually 
purchased  the  property  within  two  or  three  months  thereafter. 
Groscup  V.  Downey,  105  Md.  273,  65  A;  930.  Compare  Bailee 
V.  McMurray,  113  Mo.  App.  253,  88  S.  W.  157. 
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Sec.  42.    The  owner. 

Where  a  non-resident  owner  employs  a  non-resident  agent  to 
Sfll  real  ertate,  the  agent  is  authorized  to  employ  a  sub-agent. 
Eastland  v.  Maney,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  147,  81  S.  W.  574.  An 
owner  writing  to  his  broker  after  the  time  given  to  sell  had 
expired,  directing  him  to  sell,  if  possible,  within  the  next  thirty 
dayH.  if  he  could  get  a  certain  sum  net,  extended  the  term  of 
employment.  Johnson  v.  Wright^  124  Iowa,  61,  99  N.  W.  103. 
See  also  See.  560.  Where  an  owner  informed  his  broker  that 
it  would  not  })e  necessary  for  him  to  produce  the  purchaser  to 
reduce  the  contract  to  writing,  further  steps  in  the  matter  by 
the  broker  were  unnecessarj\  Oerhart  v.  Peck,  42  Mo.  App.  644. 
AVhere  the  owner  of  a  building  employed  brokers  to  obtain  ten- 
ants, and  authorized  the  brokers  to  conduct  their  customers 
into  the  building,  he  was  liable  for  injuries  sustained  by  a 
customer  while  examining  the  building  in  company  with  the 
brokers  and  due  to  their  negligence.  Boyd  v.  U.  8.  Mtge.,  etc, 
Co,,  94  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  413,  88  S.  289. 

The  mere  erection  of  a  sign  on  property  by  real  estate  agents 

as  for  sale  by  them,  the  name  of  the  owner  not  being  stated, 

does  not  hold  them  out  as  agents  to  the  public,  and  as  having 

general  authority  to  bind  the  owner  by  a  contract  of  sale.    Davis 

V.  Gordon,  87  Va.  559,  13  S.  B.  35.    If  a  letter  amounts  to  a 

request  to  the  person  addressed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 

land,  when  the  writer  was  part  owner  of  the  land  and  had  full 

authority  to  act  for  the  other  owners  and  the  person  addressed 
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acted  upon  the  letter  and  did  procure  a  purchaser  satisfactory 
to  the  owner,  and  they  eonelnded  to  sell  the  land  to  such  pur- 
chaser, the  owners  were  legally  liable  to  pay  the  commissions 
promised.  Fisk  v.  Ilnierie,  13  Oregon,  15C,  9  P.  322.  If  any 
of  the  terms  of  sale  as  to  payment,  abstracts  or  time  are  un- 
satisfactory to  the  owner,  he  should  object  on  that  ground,  and 
not  refuse  absolutely  to  sell.    Weaver  v.  Stwvr,  60  111.  App.  624. 

Where  a  contract  ran  for  one  year,  and  provided  that  if 
plaintiif,  a  real  estate  broker,  effected  a  sale  of  defendant's 
property,  he  was  to  receive  a  certain  commission,  and  in  case 
a  sale  was  made  without  his  aid  or  the  property  was  withdrawn 
from  sale,  one-half  commissions.  Held,  that  a  lease  for  five 
years  made  by  defendant,  with  the  exclusive  privilege  to  the 
lessee  of  purchasing  at  a  fixed  price  at  any  time  before  the 
expiration  of  the  lease,  was  a  sale  within  the  meaning  of  the 
contract,  and  entitled  plaintiff  to  one-half  of  the  commissions. 
Ritcker  v.  Hall,  105  Cal.  425.  38  P.  962.  Compare  Sec.  19. 
Where  a  land-owner,  who  has  engaged  a  real  estate  agent  to 
sell  land  at  a  certain. price,  is  forced  to  join  with  a  joint  owner 
to  effect  a  sale,  and  sell  at  a  reduced  price,  the  agent  is  not 
entitled  to  commissions.  Bwhl  v.  Noe,  51  HI.  App.  622,  The 
owner  of  land  authorized  a  broker  to  sell  it  and  afterwards 
sold  it  himself,  the  broker  then  found  a  purchaser  and  sued 
for  his  commissions.  Held,  that  he  could  recover  only  on  the 
ground  of  the  owner's  breach  of  the  contract,  and  not  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  fulfilled  his  contract  as  broker,  for  the 
owner  still  had  the  power  to  sell  the  land  himself.  Metzer  v. 
Wyatt,  41  III.  App.  -187.  See  authorities  that  a  sale  puts  an  end 
to  the  contract  with  the  broker.  See.  15. 

One  who  purchases  real  estate  from  a  non-resident  owner, 
through  a  real  estate  broker,  is  bound  to  ascertain,  not 
only  the  terms  of  his  authority,  but  also  the  correspond- 
ence by  which  such  authority  was  obtained.  Merritt  v. 
Wasseiiich,  49  Fed.  785;  fi-ullivanl  v.  Jahrni,  71  Kan.  127,  79 
P.  1071.  Where  certain  land  stood  in  the  name  of  a  third 
party,  and  the  real  owner  procured  a  broker  to  sell  the  land 
who  made  false  representations  as  to  its  value,  and  the  nominal 
owner  of  the  land  held  title  to  a  bond  and  mortgage  given  in 
part  payment  of  the  price.     Held,  that  the  fraud  of  the  real 
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owner  and  the  broker  was  imputable  to  the  person  in  whose 
name  they  acted.  Fairchild  v.  McMahon,  139  N.  Y.  290,  34 
N.  E.  779,  affirming  20  N.  Y.  S.  31,  65  Hun,  621. 

If  one  employed  to  manage  property  for  its  owner  is  era- 
powered  to  make  such  repairs  only  as  are  necessarj^  to  pre- 
serve and  protect  the  property  from  ordinary  wear  and  tear, 
he  can  not  charge  the  owner  with  the  expense  of  permanent 
improvements,  as  of  rebuilding  after  a  fire.  Beekman  v.  Wil- 
san,  61  Cal.  335.  An  exclusive  agency  to  sell  merely  prohibits 
the  appointment  of  another  agent  for  the  sale  of  the  property, 
but  does  not  prevent  the  owner  himself  from  making  a  sale. 
Dole  V.  Sherwood,  41  Minn.  535,  43  N.  W.  569.  In  the  case 
of  an  agency  to  sell  real  estate,  the  exclusive  right  to  sell  not 
being  given,  the  owner  himself  still  has  the  right  to  make  a 
sale  independent  of  the  ^gent,  and  in  such  case  will  not  be 
liable  to  the  agent  for  commissions,  unless  he  sells  to  a  pur- 
chaser procured  by  the  agent.  Dole  v.  Sherwood,  41  Minn.  535, 
43  N.  W.  569;  Iluvgerford  v.  Hicks,  39  Conn.  259;  Gilbert  v. 
Coons,  37  111.  App.  448 ;  Darrow  v.  Harlow,  21  Wis.  306 ;  Tracey 
V.  Radeki  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  119  N.  W.  525. 

The  owner  of  property  who  sells  it  himself  within  the  period 
which  he  has  given  to  a  broker  to  make  a  sale  thereof,  although 
the  broker  has  done  nothing  toward  facilitating  the  sale  of  the 
property,  and  the  contract  is  unsupported  by  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, must  pay  the  latter  the  commissions  agreed  on. 
Carle  v.  Parent  (]\Iontreal  Law  Reports),  5  Q.  B.  451;  Camp- 
bell V.  Thomas,  87  Cal.  428 ;  Gregory  v.  Bonney,  135  Cal.  589, 
67  P.  1038;  Lipscomb  v.  Cole,  81  Mo.  App.  53;  Stringfellow  v. 
Powers,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  199,  23  S.  W.  313;  Harrel  v.  Zimple- 
men,  66  Tex.  292,  17  S  W.  478 ;  Scchrist  v.  Atkinson,  31  App. 
(D.  C.)  1. 

In  a  New  York  case  of  a  similar  exclusive  character,  where 
the  agent  performed  no  services  in  relation  to  the  sale  of  the 
property  on  which  he  asked  commissions,  his  claim  was  denied 
on  the  ground  of  want  of  consideration.  Wright  v.  Fulling,  93 
N.  Y.  S.  228,  104  App.  Div.  49.  Where  defendants  authorized 
plaintiff  to  sell  certain  real  estate  for  them  at  any  time  within 
a  year,  the  contract  being  supported  by  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, and  agreed  to  pay  a  commission  if  a  sale  should  be  effected 
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in  an^  way  during  that  time,  and  the  land  was  sold  by  the 
defendants  within  the  year,  plaintiff  to  recover  a  commissioD 
need  not  show  that  he  produced  or  could  have  produced  a  pur- 
chaser.    Crane  v.  McCormkk,  92  CaL  176,  28  P.  222. 

The  owner  of  property,  after  negotiatiDg  with  J  with  refer- 
ence to  a  sale,  gave  plaintiff  a  written  authority  to  sell  the 
property  for  a  specified  price,  and  plaintiff  then  negotiated 
with  J,  who  made  an  offer  of  a  leas  sum,  which  was  rejected 
by  the  owner,  thereafter  the  owner  revoked  the  authority,  and 
subsequently,  in  pursuance  of  the  negotiations  between  him 
and  J,  sold  the  property  for  the  price  fixed  in  plantiff's  au- 
thority. Held,  that  in  the  absence  of  any  fraud  or  bad  faith, 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  a  commission.  Cards  v. 
Perth,  100  N.  T.  S.  1043,  115  App.  Piv.  568.  103  N.  Y.  S. 
1121;  Newton  v.,  Conness  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W. 
892.  The  owner  of  land  may  sell  the  aame  himself,  although 
he  has  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  a  broker  for  sale,  and  the 
most  the  broker  can  claim  is  a  commission  on  the  sale.  Woolf 
V,  Sullivan,  224  111.  509,  79  N.  E.  646. 

■Where  an  owner  of  real  estate  which  he  has  listed  with  an 
agent  for  sale  for  a  definite  price,  sells  the  same  unaided  to 
one  ostensibly  the  purchaser  but  really  acting  for  another, 
who  was  induced  to  purchase  it  by  the  efforts  of  the  agent,  but 
the  owner  acted  in  good  faith  and  in  ignorance  of  these  efforts, 
and  sold  for  a  consideration  less  than  that  given  to  the  agent, 
he  is  not,  there  being  no  exclusive  agency,  liable  for  the  com- 
missions agreed  to  be  paid  to  the  agent  for  the  production  of 
a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  pay  what  the  owner 
demanded.  Qnist  v.  Ooodfdlou;  39  Minn.  509,  110  N.  W.  65. 
(Note. — In  that  State  the  doctrine  of  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
sale  is  not  in  its  fullest  extent  recognized,  and,  in  the  absence 
of  an  exclusive  right  of  sale,  to  entitle  a  broker  to  a  commission 
it  must  appear  that  the  owner  knew,  or  from  the  circumstances 
ought  to  have  known,  that  the  broker  was  instrumental  in  in- 
ducing the  purchaser  to  enter  into  the  contract.) 

An  owner  listing  his  property  for  sale  at  a  fixed  price  with 
a  real  estate  broker,  with  knowledge  that  the  latter  on  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  will  charge  a  commission,  is  liable  for  the 
commission  when  the  broker  procures  a  customer  to  whom  a 
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sale  is  made  at  the  price  fixed.  Gmdt  v.  Bradahaw,  48  Wash. 
364,  93  P.  534.  A  broker  was  employed  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser for  a  farm  within  a  specified  time  at  a  price  which  should 
net  the  owner  $11,000  and  the  broker  $875,  or  such  less  sum 
as  should  be  satisfactory  to  the  broker's  agent  having  charge 
of  the  transaction;  the  owner  sold  the  premises  to  a  purchaser 
procured  by  the  agent  of  the  broker  for  $11,000,  and  the  pur- 
chaser paid  the  agent  $100  for  commissions.  Held,  that  the 
owner,  if  he  knew  that  the  agent  in  conducting  the  sale  vio- 
lated the  instructions  of  the  broker,  was  liable  to  the  broker 
for  commissions  to  the  extent  of  $875,  on  the  ground  that  he 
was  guilty  of  a  fraud  on  the  broker.  Haven  v.  Tartar,  124  Mo. 
App.  691,  102  S.  W.  21;  Thwing  v.  Clifford,  136  Mass.  482. 
Although  the  owner  of  property  may,  after  authorizing  the 
sale  by  a  broker,  contract  with  a  purchaser  by  himself  alone, 
without  rendering  himself  liable  to  the  broker  for  a  commis- 
sion, he  is  not  relieved  of  such  obligation  if  he  sells  to  a  pur- 
chaser found  and  stimulated  to  make  the  purchase  by  the  ef- 
forts of  the  broker,  even  though  he  has  no  actual  knowledge 
that  the  broker  has  been  the  procuring  cause,  provided  the 
broker  has  not,  in  the  meantime,  abandoned  his  undertaking. 
Sechrist  v.  Atkinson,  31  App.  (D.  C.)  1. 

Sec.  43.    Goyenants. 

If  an  agent  in  selling  land  adds  covenants  not  authorized  by 
his  authority,  the  purchaser  may  enforce  so  much  of  the  con- 
tract as  conforms  to  the  authority,  or  claim  a  revision  of  the 
whole,  if  the  principal  will  not  execute  a  conveyance.  Venada 
V.  Hopkins,  1  J.  J.  Marsh  (Ky.),  285,  293.  An  agent  who 
effects  a  sale  of  his  principal's  lands,  and  enters  into  a  cove- 
nant to  convey  and  assure  the  land  to  the  purchaser,  is  re- 
sponsible to  such  purchaser  under  such  covenant.  Harper  v. 
Hampton,  1  Harr.  &  J.  (Md.)  622.    See  also  Sec.  76a. 

The  great  preponderance  of  authority  now  is,  that  a  power, 
without  restriction,  to  sell  and  convey  real  estate,  gives  au- 
thority to  the  agent  to  deliver  deeds,  with  general  warranty, 
binding  on  the  principal  where,  under  the  circumstances,  this 
is  the  common  and  usual  mode  of  conveying.  LeRoy  v.  Beard, 
8  How.  (U,  S.)  451;  Peters  v.  Farnsworth,  15  Vt.  155;  Venada 
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V.  Hopkins,  1  J.  J.  Marsh  (Ky.),  293;  Taggart  v.  Stanberry^ 
2  McLean  (U.  S.),  543;  Schultz  v.  Griffin,  8  N.  Y.  St.  332, 
24  N.  E.  480.  Sec.  417.  (See  Sec.  418  for  authorities  qualify- 
ing this  doctrine.) 

An  agent  acting  under  parol  authority  only  can  not  hind  his 
principal  by  a  written  covenant,  under  seal,  signed  with  the 
name  of  such  principal;  such  an  instrument  is  not,  in  any 
sense,  the  deed  of  the  principal  unless  delivered  by  him.  Ear- 
shaw  V.  McKesson,  65  N.  C.  688. 

An  owner  of  real  estate  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a 
purchaser.  Held,  not  required  to  inform  the  broker  of  the 
existence  of  restrictive  covenants  in  the  chain  of  title.  Ranger 
V.  Leo,  121  N.  Y.  S.  328. 

Sec.  44.    Gonditional  contracts. 

Where  plaintiflP  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  for  real  estate  proves  the  execution  of  the 
contract  of  purchase,  which  defendant  claims  was  signed  con- 
ditionally, the  burden  of  proving  such  defense  is  on  the  de- 
fendant.   Folinshce  v.  Sawyer,  36  N.  Y.  S.  405,  15  Misc.  293. 

Sec.  45.    Gondition  precedent  to  the  contract  of  sale  taking 
effect. 

A  vendor  may,  if  he  is  doubtful  of  the  proposed  vendee's 
ability  to  carry  out  his  contract  of  purchase,  accept  the  con- 
tract conditionally,  and  .  agree  to  sell,  provided  the  purchaser 
proves  able  to  perform  its  conditions.  Flynn  v.  Jordal,  124 
Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326.    See  also  Sees.  54,  65,  182. 

An  agreement  providing  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  real 
estate,  which  stipulates  that  the  contract  shall  be  made  at  a 
specified  time  and  place,  that  the  commission  to  be  paid  to  the 
broker  for  procuring  the  purchaser  shall  be  paid  on  **  closing 
of  title,'*  fixes  the  time  when  the  commission  shall  be  payable; 
but  the  actual  closing  of  the  title  is  not  a  condition  precedent 
to  a  recovery  of  the  commission,  and  the  broker,  on  the  owner 
refusing  to  complete  the  sale,  may  recover  his  commission. 
Meltzer  v.  Stray ss,  113  N.  Y.  S.  583,  61  Misc.  250. 

Where  a  principal,  after  hiring  a  broker  to  effect  a  loan, 
refused  to  accept  it  after  it  was  arranged,  the  broker  was  ex- 
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ciised  from  bringing  the  intending  lender  into  the  principal's 
presence,  or  furnishing  him  with  the  lender's  name,  as  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  his  right  to  compensation.  Morrison  v. 
Tuska,  113  N.  Y.  S.  611. 

Sec.  46.    Death,  and  its  effect  on  contracts. 

An  agency  may  be  terminated  by  the  death  of  the  principal. 
Cr(Hve  V.  Trickey,  204  U.  S.  228,  affirming  71  P.  (Ariz.)  965; 
Crowe  V.  Harmon,  204  U.  S.  241,  affirming  71  P.  (Ariz.)  1125; 
Kyle  V.  Qdff,  105  Mo.  App.  672,  78  S.  W.  1047;  Shisler's  Est., 
2  Pa.  Dist.  Ct.  588. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  his  commissions  in  negotiating 
an  exchange  of  properties,  reference  in  a  single  letter  by  one 
of  the  parties  to  the  trade  to  the  other,  indicating  that  the 
proposition  had  been  submitted  to  him  by  plaintiflP,  and  the 
testimony  of  the  other  party  that  it  was  through  plaintiff  that 
he  came  to  know  the  former,  and  that  he  had  the  property  in 
question  to  trade,  are  not  sufficient  to  show  plaintiff's  employ- 
ment by  the  party  writing  the  letter,  where  it  does  not  appear 
that  any  demand  for  commissions  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  un- 
til the  party's  death,  though  he  lived  for  some  months  after- 
ward. Ehrenroth  v.  Putnam  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '00),  55  S.  W. 
190. 

Sec.  47.    Approval  of  principal. 

One  employed  to  sell  land  at  an  agreed  price  and  who  receives 
in  part  payment  land  of  a  certain  character  within  a  speci- 
fied locality,  can  not  recover  commissions  where  the  owner  re- 
fuses to  consummate  the  trade,  if  the  contract  of  employment 
provided  that  the  sale  should  be  subject  to  the  owner's  ap- 
proval. Ooin  V.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140,  71  N.  W.  218;  Denis  v. 
Tilton,  120  La.  226,  45  S.  112;  Slayback  v.  Wetzel  (Mo.  App. 
'09),  123  S.W.  598. 

If  a  broker  employed  to  purchase  an  estate  buys  it  for  him- 
self, it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  unfold  the  transaction  and 
render  him  liable  to  account,  that  the  agency  of  the  broker  for 
the  principal  be  approved.  Lazarus  v.  Sands,  33  N.  Y.  S.  855, 
12  Misc.  575,  27  N.  Y.  S.  885,  7  Misc.  282.  Where  the  con- 
tract of  sale  was  to  be  approved  by  the  owner,  an  instruction 
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that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  commissions  if  he  found  a  pur* 
chaser,  though  defendant  refused  to  carry  out  the  trade,  was 
erroneous.    Ooin  v.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140,  71  N.  W.  218. 

Sec.  48.    Abbreviations. 

Where  the  abbreviations  used  in  a  broker's  authorization  were 
such  that  parties  familiar  with  land  descriptions  could  under- 
stand them  easily,  their  use  did  not  render  the  authority  void 
for  uncertainty.    MeUne  v.  Buffino,  129  Cal.  514,  62  P.  93. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

SEcnoi*.  Bcenoti. 

49.    Ambiguous  contract.  63.    Credit. 

00.    Bank*.  M.    Contingency. 

SI.    Consent.  65.    ChangeB  in  contracts. 

62.    Caveat  emptor.  66.    Counter  proposition. 

Sec.  49.    Ambiffnoni  contracts. 

■Where  letters  from  the  owner  of  land  to  a  real  estate  broker 
named  terms  of  sale,  and  told  the  broker  if  he  could  effect 
sales  the  owner  would  be  glad,  but  that  the  right  to  refuse 
offers  was  reserved,  that  the  broker  might  wire  if  he  found  a 
customer  at  the  priee  named,  and  he  could  have  the  land  and 
the  broker  his  commission,  it  was  held  that  where  the  language 
was  ambiguous,  the  ambiguity  must  be  taken  most  strongly 
against  the  owner,  especially  where  third  persons  have  acted 
thereunder,  and  the  broker  having  found  persons  ready  to  pur- 
chase on  the  terms  named,  was  entitled  to  his  commissions,  al- 
thoagh  the  owner  refused  to  sell.  Eopwood  v.  Corbin,  63  Iowa, 
218,  18  N.  W.  911. 


See.  SO.    Banlil. 

The  cashier  of  a  bank  having  implied  anthority,  aa  its  execu- 
tive officer,  to  contract  for  the  disposal  of  lands  acquired  by 
the  bank  in  the  collection  of  its  credits,  will  bind  the  bank  by 
his  contract  to  pay  commissions  for  the  disposal  of  lands  placed 
in  the  hands  of  a  broker,  but  which  through  mistake  in  identity 
the  bank  does  not  own.  Arnold  v.  Nai.  Bk.  of  Waupaca,  126 
"Wis.  362,  105  N.  W.  828,  3  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  580. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  furnished  a  purchaser  vrbo  was  able 
and  willing  to  buy,  and  who  entered  into  a  contract  providing 
that  he  should  deposit  $500,  which  should  be  returned  if  any 
defect  existed  in  the  title  which  the  seller  could  not  cure  in 
thirty  days,   and  the  contract   failed   of  consummation   solely 
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because  there  was  Buch  a  defect,  the  fact  that  the  check  which 
was  deposited  according  to  the  contract  was  oo  a  bank  from 
which  the  prospective  buyer  withdrew  his  funds,  and  the  check 
was  afterward  refused,  did  not  preclude  the  agent  from  recover- 
ing his  commissions.     Perkins  v,  Kimberlin,  110  Mo.  App.  661, 
85  S.  W.  630. 
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17  Mo.  App.  382;  Rowe  v.  Stephens,  53  N.  Y.  621;  Oeery  v. 
Pollock,  44  N.  Y.  S.  673,  16  App.  Div.  321;  Abel  v.  Disbrow, 
44  N.  Y.  S.  573,  15  App.  Div.  536 ;  Lansing  v.  Bliss,  33  N.  Y.  S. 
310,  86  Hun,  205;  Dunlap  v.  Richards,  2  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.), 
181;  Whiting  v.  Saunders,  49  N.  Y.  S.  1016,  22  Misc.  539; 
Haviland  v.  Price,  26  N.  Y.  S.  757,  6  Misc.  372 ;  Lamb  v.  Baxter, 
130  N.  C.  67,  40  S.  E.  850;  Maxwell  v.  West,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  302; 
Meyer  v.  Hanchett,  43  Wis.  246;  Cass  v.  Tolbert  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '08),112S.  W.  1077. 

The  fact  that  a  broker  employed  to  effect  a  sale  is  a  director 
in  the  corporation  which  he  procures  to  buy  the  property,  does 
not  prevent  him  from  recovering  a  commission,  where  the  per- 
son who  practically  owns  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation 
consented  to  the  transaction,  the  question  of  fair  dealing  being 
submitted  to  the  jury.  Goldshear  v.  Barrow,  85  N.  Y.  S.  395, 
42  JMisc.  198.  Mere  consent  by  a  person  to  the  rendition  by 
a  real  estate  agent  of  unsolicited  services  which  result  in  a 
sale  of  the  property,  does  not,  of  itself,  create  a  contract  or 
entitle  the  broker  to  recover  compensation  under  an  implied 
promise  of  remuneration  for  such  voluntary  services,  Viley  v. 
Pettit,  96  Ky.  576,  16  Ky.  L.  R.  650,  29  S.  W.  438 ;  Weinhuse 
V.  Croniti,  68  Conn.  250,  36  A.  45.  Contra,  Kinder  v.  Pope,  106 
Mo.  App.  536,  80  S.  W.  315. 

T  and  W  entered  into  a  contract  with  0  to  sell  real  estate  for 
him  within  a  certain  time,  on  certain  commissions;  before  the 
expiration  of  the  time  0  requested  the  return  of  the  agreement ; 
W  offered  to  purchase  the  land  himself  rather  than  lose  the 
sale;  the  relation  between  the  parties  was  that  of  principal  and 
agent,  and  could  not  be  changed  without  O's  consent  into  that 
of  vendor  and  purchaser.    Tower  v.  O'NeU,  66  Pa.  St.  332. 


Sec.  62.    Caveat  emptor. 

A  purchaser  of  real  estate  is  entitled  to  rely  on  the  repre- 
sentation of  the  agent  for  the  sale  thereof  as  to  its  location, 
and  is  not  bound  by  the  doctrine  of  caveat  emptor  to  make 
further  inquiri«?s  as  to  its  boundaries.  Roberts  v.  Holliday, 
10  S.  D.  576,  74  N.  W.  1034;  Selby  v.  Matson,  114  N.  W.  609, 
137  Iowa  97.    Compare  Sec.  348. 
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Sec.  B3.    Credit. 

An  agent  to  sell  land  on  credit  has  no  implied  authority  to  re- 
ceive payment  therefor,  nor  to  receive  payment  before  due,  nor 
in  anything  but  money.  Mann  v.  Robinson,  19  W.  Va.  49.  Com- 
pare See.  335.  A  broker  employed  to  sell  real  estate  has  no 
authority  to  bind  his  principal  by  a  contract  to  sell  on  credit 
unless  expressly  authorized.  Staten  v.  Hammer,  121  Iowa,  499, 
96  N.  W.  964;  Smith  v.  McCann,  205  Pa.  St.  57,  54  A.  498; 
Edwards  v.  Davidson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '04),  79  S.  W.  48;  Bundle 
V.  Cutting,  18  Colo.  337,  32  P.  994 ;  Gilbert  v.  Baxter,  71  Iowa, 
327,  32  N.  W.  364;  Wanless  v.  McCanless,  38  Iowa,  20.  And 
to  sell  on  credit,  a  sale  for  the  amount  in  cash  is  unauthorized. 
Jackson  v.  Marohn  (S.  D.  Sup.  '09),  119  N.  W.  988. 

Where  land  is  entrusted  to  real  estate  agents  to  sell  and  col- 
lect the  purchase  money,  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  credit  for 
payment  to  an  agent  of  the  real  estate  agents,  although  made 
after  he  was  discharged,  he  having  been  held  out  as  authorized 
to  receive  payments  due  on  contracts,  and  notice  of  the  with- 
drawal of  his  authority  not  having  been  given  to  the  purchaser. 
Meeker  v.  Manning,  162  111.  203,  44  N.  E.  397.    See  also  Sec.  335. 

Defendant  made  plaintiff  his  agent  for  the  sale  of  certain 
lands  for  cash,  all  the  price  above  a  certain  amount  to  belong 
to  plaintiff  as  his  compensation;  plaintiff  found  a  purchaser 
willing  to  pay  such  sum  in  cash  and  the  excess  to  plaintiff  on 
time.  Held,  that  such  sale  complied  with  the  terms  of  the 
agreement.  Van  Oarder  v.  Sherman,  81  Iowa,  403,  46  N.  W. 
1087. 

Sec.  54.    Oontingency. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  selling 
land,  evidence  that  the  act  of  the  defendant  prevented  the  hap- 
pening of  the  contingency  on  which  payment  was  to  be  made  was 
inadmissible,  the  excuse  not  being  pleaded  by  the  plaintiff. 
Turner  v.  Lane^  93  N.  Y.  S.  1083,  47  Misc.  387.  A  broker  may  by 
special  agreement  with  his  principal  so  contract  as  to  make  his 
compensation  depend  upon  a  contingency  which  his  efforts  can 
not  control,  even  though  it  relates  to  the  acts  of  his  principal. 
Hind  V.  Henry,  36  N.  J.  L.  328 ;  Lassen  v.  Bayless,  125  Fed. 
744,  60  C.  C.  A.  512 ;  Berry  v.  Tweed,  93  Iowa,  296,  61  N.  W. 
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858;  Stewart  v.  Fowler,  37  Kan.  677,  15  P.  918;  Flower  v. 
Davidson,  44  Minn.  46,  46  N.  W.  308;  8.  E.  Crowley  Co.  v. 
layers,  69  N.  J.  L.  245,  55  A.  305;  Brown  v.  Grossman,  65  N. 
Y.  S.  1126,  53  App.  Div.  640 ;  Hodgkins  v.  Mead,  8  N.  Y.  S.  854. 
See  also  Sees.  40,  45,  65. 

A  written  agreement,  after  reciting  that  defendant  had  con- 
tracted to  sell  a  farm  to  one  H,  "contingent  on  the  allowance 
of  a  certain  pension  to  H,"  the  latter 's  ability  to  pay  the  price 
being  entirely  dependent  upon  the  allowance  of  said  pension 
claim,  provided  that,  in  case  the  sale  should  be  ''perfected  by 
the  payment  of  said  purchase  money"  to  defendant,  "in  the 
event  said  pension  is  allowed,''  defendant  should  pay  a  speci- 
fied commission  to  plaintiff,  who  had  helped  bring  about  the 
contingent  sale,  but  if  the  "pension  should  not  be  allowed  and 
paid  over  to  defendant  plaintiff  should  receive  nothing;  the 
price  to  be  paid  for  the  farm  was  $12,000  and  the  pension 
claim  was  for  $9,500,  of  which  H  received  $6,000,  but  never 
paid  more  than  $1,000  to  defendant.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Cobb  v.  Kenner  (Ch.  App.  Tenn.), 
S.  W.  277. 

Sec.  65.    Changes  in  contracts. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  was  executed  by  the  owner 
and  left  with  his  agent  for  the  sale  of  such  land  for  delivery 
to  the  purchaser,  the  agent  altered  the  instrument  by  substi- 
tuting the  name  of  another  person,  and  changed  both  the. 
consideration  and  the  rate  of  interest,  and  delivered  it  to  such 
other  person.  Held,  that  the  contract  so  delivered  was  not 
the  contract  of  the  owner.  Ballou  v.  Bergenson,  9  N.  D.  285, 
83  N.  W.  10.    See  also  Sec.  293. 

The  right  of  plaintiff,  a  real  estate  agent,  to  recover  on  his 
contract  for  the  sale  of  the  defendant's  interest  in  lands  for 
a  certain  sum  is  not  affected  by  a  change,  without  defendant's 
knowledge,  in  the  agreement  relative  to  the  purchase  of  the 
other  interests.  Oood  v.  Smith,  44  Ore.  578,  76  P.  354.  Where 
a  letter  to  a  real  estate  broker  authorized  the  sale  of  certain 
property  for  $30,000,  subject  to  change  at  any  time,  but  no 
change  was  made  or  suggested  until  after  a  sale  was  nego- 
tiated, a  subsequent  change  and  a  refusal  of  the  owner  to  com- 
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plete  the  sale  at  the  price  first  named  was  ineffective  to  bar 
the  broker's  right  to  commissions.  Warren  Com.  &  Jnv,  Co. 
V.  Hull,  B.  E.  Co.,  120  Mo.  App.  432,  96  S.  W.  1038;  Millan 
V.  Porter,  31  Mo.  App.  563.  See  also  Sec.  454.  Simmins  v. 
Oneth  (Mo.  App.   10),  124  S.  W.  534. 

Sec.  56.    Gonnter    Proposition. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  procured  one 
who  offered  a  specific  sum,  which  the  owner  rejected;  the 
owner  made  a  counter  proposition  which  the  purchaser  re- 
jected; thereafter  the  purchaser  offered  to  accept  the  counter- 
proposition,  but  the  owner  then  refused  to  sell.  Held,  that 
the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  his  commissions,  for,  on  the 
owner  rejecting  the  purchaser's  offer  and  making  a  counter 
offer,  which  the  purchaser  refused,  the  matter  was  at  an  end, 
and  no  subsequent  acceptance  of  the  counter-offer  could  re- 
vive it.  Compare  Sees.  72,  173.  Bailey  v.  Moorhead,  122  Mo. 
App.  268,  99  S.  W.  39;  Talcott  v.  Mastin,  20  Colo.  App.  488, 
79  Pac.  973.  Where  an  alleged  purchaser  replied  to  the  offer 
made  with  a  counter-proposition  that  could  not  be  construed 
as  an  acceptance  of  any  of  the  terms  of  sale  made  by  the 
owner  the  real  estate  agents  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser 
were  not  entitled  to  any  commissions.  Winters  v.  Portwood 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  109  S.  W.  388. 


CHAPTER  X. 

SECTION.  SECTION. 

57.    Deeds.  58.    Deeds,     their     execution     by 

agents. 

Sec.  67.    Deeds. 

Testimony  that  a  deed  was  tendered  to  the  principal  **in 
pursuance  of  an  agreement  between"  the  parties  is  sufficient, 
prima  facie,  to  sustain  a  finding  that  it  was  delivered  within 
thirty  days.     Beebe  v.  Roberts,  3  E.  D.  Smith   (N.  Y.),  194. 

Mere  insolvency  of  the  purchaser  does  not  defeat  the  broker's 
right  to  a  commission,  where  the  sale  contemplates  being  se- 
cured by  a  bond  and  deed  of  trust,  which  the  purchaser  is 
prepared  to  deliver.  Boss  v.  Fickling",  11  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
442.  A  petition  which  alleges  that  the  sale  failed  because 
of  an  unsatisfied  deed  of  trust  on  the  property  which  the  defend- 
ant had  failed  to  release  or  have  cancelled,  is  not  defective 
in  failing  to  allege  that  the  deed  was  a  lien  on  the  prop- 
erty, or  that  defendant  refused  to  consummate  the  sale.  Oer- 
hart  V.  Peck,  42  Mo.  App.  644. 

A  deed  executed  by  the  principal  to  the  purchaser  after 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  is  inadmissible  to  show  the 
principal's  ratification  of  the  agent's  contract.  Gelott  v.  Ridge, 
117  Mo.  553,  23  S.  W.  882.  The  defendant  having  assented 
to  the  forms  of  the  written  agreement  to  exchange  the  agree- 
ment and  deed  of  conveyance  were  competent  evidence  of  the 
sale  and  the  consideration  thereof.  Hewitt  v.  Brown,  21  Minn. 
163;  Folinsbee  v.  Sawyer,  157  N.  Y.  196,  51  N.  E.  994;  Levy 
V.  Crogan,  16  Daly,  137,  9  N.  Y.  S.  534;  Cannon  v.  Castleman, 
24  Ind.  App.  188,  55  N.  E.  111. 

The  defendant  was  the  owner  of  a  parcel  of  real  estate 
which  he  authorized  the  plaintiff  to  sell  for  a  certain  sum; 
nothing  was  said  relative  to  the  kind  of  deed  to  be  given; 
the  broker  found  a  purchaser  who  refused  to  complete  the 
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transaction  unless  the  defendant  would  give  him  a  warranty 
deed,  notwithstanding  the  defendant  had  a  good  title  to  the 
property;  the  defendant  would  not  give  a  warranty  deed,  but 
offered  to  give  a  quit-claim  deed,  in  the  usual  form,  with  -spe- 
cial covenants,  and  so  the  sale  was  not  executed.  Held,  that 
•the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Oarcelon  v.  Tib- 
betts,  84  Me.  148,  24  A.  797. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  for  negotiating  a 
purchase  which  defendant  refused  to  consummate,  a  deed,  and 
a  receipt,  purporting  to  have  been  signed  and  acknowledged 
by  the  owner,  and  proof  of  a  tender,  were  admissible  ^^dth 
other  proof,  as  tending  to  show  that  defendant  could  have 
obtained  the  property  at  his  offer  had  he  desired  to  do  so, 
where  no  objection  was  raised  to  their  form  or  genuineness. 
Hahna  v.  Espella,  148  Ala.  313,  42  S.  443. 

A  loan  agent  acting  for  B  secured  the  latter 's  note  and 
mortgage,  but  failed  to  effect  the  loan,  and,  while  still  hold- 
ing the  note  and  mortgage,  which  had  been  placed  on  record, 
bought  the  land  under  a  sheriff's  deed.  Held,  that  good  faith 
required  the  agent  to  secure  the  release  of  the  mortgage  be- 
fore taking  the  deed,  and  that  having  failed  to  do  so,  the 
deed  would  be  set  aside.  Smeltzer  v.  Lombard,  57  Iowa,  294. 
It  requires  an  instrument  under  seal  to  ratify  the  unauthor- 
ized deed  of  an  agent.  Spofford  v.  Hobbs,  29  Me.  148 ;  Drum- 
right  V.  Philpot,  16  Ga.  424;  Reese  v.  Medlock,  27  Tex.  120. 

Deed  of  a  guardian  executed  to  defraud  wards  set  aside  and 
mortgage  by  grantee  held  null  and  void.  Dormitzer  v.  Oerm^an 
Sav.  &  Loan  Co,,  23  Wash.  132,  62  P.  862.  Deed  improperly 
secured  by  agent  set  aside.  Clark  v.  Bird,  72  N.  Y.  S.  769, 
66  App.  Div.  284.  Where  a  brokerage  contract  provided  that 
the  broker's  authority  to  sell  defendant's  land  should  con- 
tinue until  withdrawn  in  writing,  and  defendant  sold  the  land 
and  gave  a  deed  to  the  purchaser,  the  deed  was  not  such  a 
withdrawal  of  authority  before  such  sale  as  would  put  an  end 
to  the  contract  by  which  defendant  agreed  to  pay  a  con^mis- 
sion  if  she  sold  the  property  herself  during  the  life  of  the 
contract.  Kimmel  v.  Skelly,  130  Cal.  555,  62  P.  1067.  Where 
a  broker's  authorization  to  sell  land  was  in  force  when  the 
sale  took  place  his  rights  were  not  affected  by  the  fact  that 
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the  deed  did  not  pass  until  later.  Hull  v.  McCoy,  1  Cal.  App. 
159,  81  P.  1015. 

In  a  suit  against  a  real  estate  broker  and  lawyer,  by  a  for- 
mer customer  or  client,  to  vacate  certain  deeds  procured  by 
him  to  be  executed  by  her  in  his  interest,  and  for  the  can- 
cellation of  an  alleged  compromise  agreement  confirming  such 
deeds,  it  was  held  that,  on  a  review  of  the  evidence  showing, 
among  other  things,  that  the  defendant  had  purchased  one 
interest  from  the  complainant  for  $1,075,  worth  $2,500,  and 
that  shortly  prior  thereto  he  had  collected  over  $800  for  her, 
for  which  he  failed  to  account,  that  whether,  in  view  of  the 
fiduciary  relations  of  the  defendant  to  the  complainant,  the 
burden  was  on  him  to  show  the  validity  of  the  transactions, 
the  testimony,  as  a  whole,  was  suflBcient  to  justify  vacating 
the  deeds  and  cancelling  the  agreement.  Holtzman  v.  Linton, 
27  App.   (D.  C.)  241. 

Where  an  agent  lawfully  authorized  to  contract  to  sell  real 
estate  has  attempted  to  convey  the  same  by  deed  under  a  de- 
fective power  of  attorney,  the  deed  will  be  treated  in  equity 
as  a  valid  contract  for  the  sale  thereof.  Hersey  v.  Lambert, 
50  Minn.  373,  52  N.  W.  963.     See  also  Sec.  592. 

An  authorization  to  an  agent  to  sell  real  estate  for  $8,000, 
$3,000  cash,  entitles  him  to  the  agreed  compensation  if  he  se- 
cures a  purchaser  bound  to  the  agreed  terms,  as  the  $3,000 
cash  means  only  the  payment  of  such  sum  on  delivery  of  a 
deed  by  the  principal.  Goss  v.  Broom,  31  Alinn.  484.  See 
also  Sees.  410,  410a.  An  agent  acting  under  parol  authority 
can  not  bind  hi^  principal  by  a  written  covenant  under  seal, 
signed  with  the  name  of  such  principal.  Such  an  instrument 
is  not,  in  any  sense,  the  deed  of  the  principal  unless  deliv- 
ered by  him.    Harshaw  v.  McKesson,  65  N.  C.  688. 

Sec.  68.    Deeds,  their  execntion  by  agents. 

One  who  has  authority  from  another  to  execute  a  deed  or 
other  instrument  under  seal,  should  do  it  in  the  name  of  that 
other,  and  not  in  his  own  name,  even  as  agent.  Kobbins  v. 
Butler,  24  111.  428.  If  an  agent  'sign  and  seal  a  deed  in  his 
own  name,  it  does  not  bind  the  principal,  though  in  the  body 
of  the  deed  it  is  stated  to  be  made  by  the  agent  in  behalf  of 
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his  principal.  Bellas  v.  Hayes,  5  Serg.  &  R.  (Pa.)  427;  Pitch 
on  Real  Est.  Ag.,  p.  97,  citing  Townsend  v.  Hubbard,  4  Hill 
(N.  Y.),  351;  Townsend  v.  Corning,  23  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  435. 
A  deed  which  ran,  **Know  all  men  by  these  presents  that 
I,  A.  B.,  as  agent  for  C.  D.,  do  hereby  grant,  sell  and  convey," 
etc.,  and  signed  **A.  B.  for  C.  D."  was  held  to  be  the  deed 
of  *'A.  B."  and  not  ''C.  D."  Story  on  Ag.  Sec.  154.  Where 
an  agent  executed  a  deed  in  his  own  name,  although  he  cove- 
nanted **for  and  on  behalf*  of  his  principal,  he  was  held 
personally  bound,  and  not  his  principal.  Appleton  v.  Sinks, 
5  East  (Eng.),  148. 
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Bee.  59.    Description  of  property 

In  a  contract  with  a  real  estate  broker  for  the  sale  of  cer- 
tain property,  the  description,  **My  property,  48  Eldridge 
Court,"  is  sufficiently  definite  to  enable  the  broker  to  recover 
commissions,  the  contract  being  dated  at  Chicago,  where  there 
is  a  number  48  Eldridge  Court,  of  which  the  principal  is  a 
part  owner.  Weaver  v.  Snow,  60  111.  App.  624;  Powers  v. 
Bohnslav  (Neb.  Sup.  '09),  120  N.  W.  942;  Schuliz  v.  Griffin, 
8  N.  Y.  St.  Rep.  332.  Rev.  121  N.  Y.  294,  24  N.  E.  480.  See 
also  Sec.  428a;  Tilden  v.  Smith  (S.  D.  Sup.  '10),  124  N.  W. 
841.  In  a  petition  for  a  commission  for  finding  a  purchaser 
it  is  not  necessary  to  particularly  describe  the  land.  Mullen 
V.  Bower,  22  Ind.  App.  294,  53  N.  E.  790 ;  McAllister  v.  Walker, 
39  Minn.  535,  41  N.  W.  107. 

A  real  estate  broker  authorized  to  sell  a  tract  of  land  spoken 
of  by  the  owner  as  being  on  the  line  of  a  certain  canal,  has 
no  authority  to  sell  it  by  any  other  description  than  that  by 
which  it  was  purchased  by  the  owner,  and  the  broker's  com- 
missions are  not  earned  where  the  trade  falls  through  because 
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the  contract  made  by  the  broker  with  the  intending  purchaser 
described  the  tract  as  containing  a  stated  number  of  acres 
south  of  the  canal,  whereas  it  was  described  in  the  convey- 
'ance  to  the  owner  as  being  that  number  of  acres  south  of  the 
center  of  the  canal.  Ward  v.  Lawrence,  79  111.  295;  Scott  v. 
Gage,  16  S.  D.  285,  92  N.  W.  37.    See  also  Sec.  476 

Bee.  60.    Drunkennegg  in  itg  relation  to  competency  to  make 
a  contract. 

Mere  excitement  from  the  use  of  intoxicating  liquors  is  not 
such  drunkenness  as  will  enable  a  party  to  avoid  his  con- 
tract; such  excitement  and  drunkenness  must  be  excessive  and 
absolute,  so  as  to  suspend  the  reason  and  create  impotence  of 
mind  at  the  time  of  entering  into  the  contract ;  absolute  drunk- 
enness does  not  mean  complete  insensibility,  and  the  use  of 
this  phrase  in  the  instruction  does  not  render  it  objectionable. 
Cavender  v.  Waddingham,  5  Mo.  App.  457. 

Sec.  61.    Fixed  price. 

Where  the  principal  makes  a  sale  to  a  purchaser  found  by 
the  broker,  having  availed  himself  of  the  broker's  services,  he 
is  liable  for  the  commission,  although  the  sale  is  made  at  a 
lower  price  than  that  originally  proposed  by  him  to  the  broker. 
Crook  V.  Forst,  116  Ala.  395;  22  S.  540;  Williams  v.  Bishop, 
11  Colo.  App.  378,  53  P.  239;  Schegal  v.  Allerton,  65  Conn. 
260,  32  A.  363;  Baker  v.  Murphy,  105  111.  App.  151;  Loehde 
V.  Halsey,  88  111.  App.  452;  McConaughty  v.  Meh^nnah,  28 
111.  App.  169;  Plant  v.  Thompson,  42  Kan.  664,  22  P.  726; 
Batts  V.  Shepherd,  37  Kan.  20,  14  P.  496;  Huhachek  v.  Haz- 
zard,  83  Minn.  437,  86  N.  W.  426;  McCormack  v.  Henderson, 
100  Mo.  App.  647,  75  S.  W.  171;  Stinde  v.  Bleach,  42  Mo. 
App.  578;  Wetzel  v.  Wagoner,  41  Mo.  App.  509;  Martin  v. 
Silliman,  53  N.  Y.  615;  Martin  v.  Fegan,  88  N.  Y.  S.  472,  95 
App.  Div.  154 ;  Levy  v.  Coogan,  16  Daly,  137,  9  N.  Y.  S.  534 ; 
Chilton  V.  Butler,  1  B.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.),  150;  Hobbs  v.  Ed- 
gar, 51  N.  Y.  S.  1120,  23  Misc.  618 ;  Gold  v.  Sernll,  26  N.  Y. 
S.  5,  6  Misc.  124;  Steinfeld  v.  Strom,  63  N.  Y.  S.  966,  31 
Misc.  167;  Keys  v.  Johnson,  68  Pa.  St.  42;  Oliver  v. 
Katz,  131  Wis.  409,  111  N.  W.  509;  Byrd  v.  Frost  (Tex.  Civ. 
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App.  '94),  29  S.  W.  46;  Barnes  v.  Oerman  Sav.,  etc.,  Soc, 
21  Wash.  448,  58  P.  569;  Holland  v.  Vinson,  124  Mo.  App. 
417,  101  S.  W.  1131.  Unless  the  right  to  a  commission  is 
made  conditional  upon  a  sale  being  effected  at  the  price  fixed 
in  the  broker's  authority.  Armes  v.  Cameron,  19  D.  C.  435; 
Buhl  V.  Noe,  51  111.  App.  622;  Schwartze  v.  Yearly,  31  Md. 
270 ;  Child  V.  Ptomey,  17  Mont.  502,  43  P.  714 ;  Briggs  v.  Bowe, 
1  Abb.  Dec.  (N.  Y.)  189,  4  Keyes,  424;  Steinfeld  v.  Storm,  63 
N.  Y.  S.  966,  31  Misc.  167;  Sargent  v.  Story  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'01),  61  S.  W.  977;  Mc Arthur  v.  Slosson,  53  Wis.  41,  9  N. 
W.  781.    See  also  Sec.  133. 

A  broker  who  has  the  exclusive  right  for  sixty  days  to  sell 
at  a  fixed  price  certain  real  estate,  can  not  bind  his  prin- 
cipal by  a  contract  in  which  the  time  for  the  completion 
of  the  purchase  and  the  payment  of  the  price  is  extended  thirty 
days  after  the  expiration  of  the  sixty  days.  Smith  v.  Mc- 
Cann,  205  Pa.  57,  54  A.  498.  See  Sec.  14  for  time  beyond 
the  limit  allowed  to  examine  the  title. 

Bee.  62.    Onardian  or  minor. 

Where  in  employing  plaintiff  as  a  real  estate  broker  to  ef- 
fect a  sale  of  land,  defendant  acted  as  the  guardian  of  a  minor 
and  had  no  personal  or  private  interest  in  the  property,  all 
of  which  was  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  never  made 
any  contract  to  pay  individually  for  making  the  sale,  defend- 
ant can  not  be  charged  individally  for  a  commission.  Hudson 
V.  Scott,  125  Ala.  172,  28  S.  91;  Qroeltz  v.  Armstrong,  125 
Iowa,  39,  99  N.  W.  128. 

A  guardian  by  fraudulent  proceedings  in  court  obtained 
an  order  and  sold  property  inherited  by  his  ward,  and  his 
vendee,  who  participated  in  the  fraud,  afterwards  mortgaged 
the  property  to  secure  a  large  loan;  the  mortgage  was  made 
through  a  broker,  and  the  mortgagee  testified  that  the  broker 
was  defendant's  agent  for  the  service  of  process  and  for  no 
other  purpose,  and  that  defendant  dealt  with  him  as  with 
other  brokers;  the  broker  passed  on  the  value  of  the  securi- 
ties, fixed  the  terms  of  the  loans,  subject  to  the  mortgagee's 
approval,  looked  after  the  title,  employed  attorneys  to  exam- 
ine the  same,  received  the  money  and  paid  it  to  the  mort- 


gagors,  and  in  letters  to  the  mortgagee  spoke  of  the  loans 
as  made  "by  \m;"  in  negotiating  the  loan  in  question  he  was 
associated  with  a  third  person,  and  attorneys  were  employed 
by  them  who  knew  of  such  fraudulent  probate  proceedings, 
and  that  the  proceedings  were  made  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing a  clear  title  to  tlie  mortgaged  property.  Held,  sufficient 
to  show  that  the  broker  was  the  agent  of  the  mortgagee  as 
to  make  notice  of  the  fraud  to  him  sufficient  notice  to  the 
mortgagee  to  prevent  the  defense  of  good  faith  by  it  to  an 
action  by  the  ward  to  set  aside  such  sale  and  mortgage  as 
fraudulent,  Dormitzer  v,  Oerman  Sav.  <£  Loan  Soc,  23  Wash. 
132.  62  P.  862. 

Sec.  63.    Undivided  intemt' 

Where  a  power  of  attorney  authorized  an  agent  "to  grant, 
bargain  and  sell  certain  lands,  or  any  part  or  parcel  there- 
of, for  such  sum  or  price,  on  such  terms  as  to  him  shall  seem 
meet,  and  for  me  and  in  my  name  to  make,  etc.,  deeds  for 
the  same,  either  with  or  without  covenants  of  warranty;"  it 
was  held  that  the  agent  had  authority  to  sell  on  reasonable 
credit,  had  authority  to  receive  payment,  and  a  payment  to 
him  was  a  good  payment  to  the  principal;  if  circumstances 
rendered  it  fa\'orab]e  for  the  interest  of  liis  principal  he  might 
include  other  valuable  considerations  besides  money  in  the 
consideration,  and  might  sell  an  undivided  interest  in  the 
property.     Carson  v.  Smith,  5  ^linn.  78. 

Sec.  64    Interest  of  tenant  in  common. 

Defendant  was  tenant  in  common  of  certain  premises  of 
which  he  wished  to  dispose,  and  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  his 
interest  for  him ;  plaintiff  attempted  to  negotiate  a  sale  to  de- 
fendant's co-tenant,  but  was  unable  to  get  any  definite  price 
or  terms  from  defendant;  finally,  at  plaintiff's  suggestion,  the 
co-tenant  himself  saw  defendant,  and  a  settlement  was  readied 
by  which  defendant  conveyed  the  larger  part  of  the  premises 
to  the  co-tenant,  but  retained  a  small  tract  for  himself  for 
his  own  benefit  and  according  to  his  own  desires.  Held,  that 
the  deal  as  consummated  amounted  to  a  sale  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  contract  with  plaintiff  for  commissions.     Burden 
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V.  BriquUet,  125  Wis.  341,  104  N.  W.  83 ;  Anderson  v.  Lewis, 
64  W.  Va.  297,  61  S.  E.  160. 

Sec.  66.    Gontract  conditional  on  securing  other  interests. 

Where  the  real  estate  agents  and  the  parties  to  the  pro- 
posed exchange  of  properties  understood  that  the  agreement 
for  the  exchange,  and  any  right  to  commissions,  were  depend- 
ent upon  the  defendants'  acquiring  outstanding  interests  in 
the  property  they  proposed  to  exchange,  and  that  their  ac- 
ceptance of  the  terms  of  the  exchange  offered  by  the  other 
parties  was,  in  fact,  conditional  on  their  acquiring  such  in- 
terests, commissions  can  not  be  recovered  of  defendants,  their 
failure  to  acquire  such  interests  not  having  been  by  their  pro- 
curement or  connivance.    Rieger  v.  Merrill,  125  Mo.  App.  541, 

102  S.  W.  1072.     See  also  Sec.  45. 

Sec.  66.    Gonsolidation  of  interests  not  a  sale. 

Where,  to  acquire  means  of  irrigation  for  lands  so  as  to 
make  them  salable,  they  were  transferred  to  a  land  irrigation 
company,  the  owner  taking  stock  and  bonds  therefor,  the  trans- 
action was  a  consolidation  of  interests,  and  not  a  sale  of  the 
land  within  the  contract  entitling  plaintiff  to  commissions  for 
services  in  effecting  a  sale  of  the  lands.  Close  v.  Browne,  230 
111.  228,  82  N.  E.  629. 

Sec.  67.    Payments  in  installments. 

Where  a  vendor  agreed  to  pay  his  agent's  commissions  for 
selling  the  land  out  of  the  purchase  money  as  it  was  paid  in 
proportionate  amounts,  and  on  foreclosure  of  the  purchase 
money  mortgage,  the  vendor  bids  in  the  property  for  the  full 
balance  then  unpaid  and  costs,  the  whole  commission  becomes 
due  on  the  confirmation  of  such  foreclosure  sale.  Crane  v. 
Eddy,  191  111.  645,  61  N.  E.  431,  85  Am.  St.  Itep.  384. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  evidence  that  de- 
fendant applied  to  witness  to  know  what  to  do  concerning 
the  proposed  purchaser's  proposition  to  pay  for  the  land  in 
monthly  installments,  the  witness's  advice  given  in  response, 
was  inadmissible.    Leuschner  v.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07), 

103  S.  W.  664. 
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A  contract  to  perform  a  given  duty  for  a  given  sum  would 
be  entire,  but  a  contract  to  perform  the  same  duty  for  a  given 
sum,  to  be  paid  in  Installments  as  the  performance  progressed, 
would  be  severable,  so  far  as  the  right  to  recover  the  several 
installments  is  concerned.    Mechem  on  Agency  Sec.  634. 

Sec.  68.    Introduction  of  proftpective  purchaser. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  merely  intro- 
ducing the  vendee,  unless  his  character  as  such  agent  was  dis- 
closed to  the  principal  at  the  time  of  contract.  Keener  v. 
Harrod,  2  Md.  63;  Bassford  v.  West,  124  Mo.  App.  248,  101 
S.  W.  610.  See  also  Sees.  450,  532.  Where  a  real  estate 
broker  was  not  acquainted  with  the  purchaser,  and  did  not 
introduce  him  to  the  seller,  the  effectiveness  of  the  broker's 
instrumentality  in  bringing  about  the  sale  must  be  affirma- 
tively proved  to  entitle  him  to  commissions.  Halterman  v. 
Leining,  90  N.  Y.  S.  1093,  45  Misc.  397. 

While  an  agent  employed  to  sell  land  must  find  a  purchaser 
ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  on  the  terms  proposed  before 
he  has  earned  his  commissions,  that  rule  does  not  apply  to 
one  who  is  only  hired  to  render  the  preliminary  service  of 
introducing  the  seller  to  persons  who  shall  afterwards  buy. 
Mayer  v.  McCann,  136  111.  App.  501,  affirmed  232  111.  507,  83 
N.  E.  1042. 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land 
direct  by  the  owner  to  a  purchaser  originally  introduced  to 
the  owner  by  the  broker,  the  latter  must  show,  not  only  that 
he  introduced  the  buyer,  but  affirmatively  that  the  buyer  was 
induced  to  apply  direct  to  the  owner  by  the  means  employed 
by  the  broker.  English  v.  Wm.  George  Realty  Co,  (T6x.  Civ. 
App.   '09),  117  S.  W.  996. 

Sec.  69.  Indirect  acts  of  broker  ineffectual  to  establish  con- 
tractual relations. 
The  owner  of  a  house  having  received  from  hi^  son  a  tele- 
gram asking  his  lowest  price  for  the  house,  which  was  sent  at 
the  instigation  of  a  real  estate  broker,  answered  stating  the 
price  he  would  take,  no  sale  was  made  to  the  person  whom  the 
broker  had  in  view  as  a  purchaser,  on  account  of  certain  in- 
cumbrances on  the  property ;  eight  months  afterward  the*  same 
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person,  thraugh  another  broker,  purchased  the  house,  the  in- 
cumbrances having  been  removed.  Held,  that  the  former 
broker  was  not  entitled  to  a  commission  for  effecting  the  sale. 
Chandler  v.  Sutton,  5  Daly  (N.  Y.),  112.  See  also  ^c.  448. 
Compare  Sec.  446. 

An  agent,  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  property,  can  not  re- 
cover commissions  for  effecting  a  sale,  on  proof  that  the  pur- 
chaser, without  solicitation  by  the  agent,  became  aware  that 
the  property  was  for  sale  by  overhearing  negotiations  between 
the  agent  and  another.  Monson  v.  Carlstram  (Iowa  Sup.  '09), 
119  N.  W.  606. 

Sec.   60a.     Indirect   sale   which   authorizes   commissions   to 
broker. 

A  broker  '* indirectly"  interested  the  purchaser  in  the  prop- 
erty, and  so  was  entitled  to  the  commissions  provided  for, 
though  the  sale  was  made  by  the  owner,  unless  to  one  not  in- 
terested in  the  property  through  the  broker  "in  any  way, 
directly  or  indirectly,"  where  the  broker  brought  the  prop- 
erty to  the  attention  of  and  showed  it  to  G,  and  6  then  gave 
the  information  so  acquired  to  P,  and  P  acted  thereon,  in- 
spected the  property  and  reported  his  information  to  C,  who, 
acting  on  such  information,  went  to  the  property  and  exam- 
ined it,  and  thereupon  bought  it  directly  of  the  owner.  Sho- 
her  V.  Dean  (Mont.  Sup.  '09),  102  P.  323. 

Sec.  70.    Information,  acted  upon  by  broker,  not  establishing 
contractual  relations. 

Where  the  owners  of  real  estate  expressly  refused  to  em- 
ploy the  plaintiff,  a  broker,  in  selling  their  property,  it  was 
held  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  plaintiffs,  after  ascertaining 
the  price  chained  for  the  property,  sent  a  purchaser  to  whom 
a  sale  was  effected,  did  not  entitle  the  broker  to  recover  com- 
missions. Pierce  v.  Thomas,  4  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.),  354.  See 
also  Sec.  178. 

Sec.  71.    Insurance  company,  broker  obtaining  loans  from  not 
agent  of. 

The  fact  that  a  loan  agent  who  is  in  the  habit  of  sending 
applications  to,  and  obtaining  loans  from,  an  insurance  com- 
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p&ny  88  well  as  other  parties,  is  the  agent  of  sqcd  company 
for  the  purpose  of  procuring  inBuranee,  does  not  conatitute 
him  their  agent  in  respect  to  loans  obtained  hy  him  from  them. 
Mats.  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  t.  Bogga,  121  111.  119,  13  N.  £.  550. 
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Bee.  72.    Written  proposition  from  proposer  and  acceptanoe  by 
agent  makes  binding  contract. 

A  written  proposition  to  employ  one  as  agent  to  sell  land 
signed  by  the  proposer  and  accepted  by  the  agent,  though 
not  signed  by  him,  makes  a  binding  contract  of  agency  en- 
forceable against  both.  Rowan  v.  Hull,  55  W.  Va.  335,  47 
S.  B.  92.     Compare  Sec.  56. 


Bee.  73.  On  f ailnre  of  vendor  to  re-ezecute  contract  after  pnr- 
chaser  materially  altered  the  same,  there  was  no  meeting 
of  minds. 

"Where  a  broker,  in  an  action  for  services  in  procuring  de- 
fendant a  purchaser  for  land,  claimed  that  both  parties  had 
signed  and  delivered  duplicate  contracts  for  sale,  and  defend- 
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ant  claimed  that  after  he  signed  the  papers  the  purchaser 
took  them  and  signed  only  after  making  material  alterations 
therein,  and  that  he  thereupon  refused  to  re-execute  the  con- 
tract as  altered,  and  that  they  were  never  delivered,  it  was  error 
to  refuse  an  instruction  that  if,  after  defendant  executed  the 
contracts,  they  were  altered  before  the  purchaser  executed 
them,  and  were  never  subsequently  re-executed,  there  was  no 
meeting  of  minds.  Bruce  v.  Hurlbui,  66  N.  Y.  S.  1127,  54 
App.  Div.  616.     See  also  Sec.  33. 

Sec.  74.  Siffnatnre  of  prinoipal  by  agent,  in  his  praeiKie,  is 
that  of  principal. 
Where  a  principal's  name  is  signed  by  the  agent  at  the 
request  of  the  principal,  and  in  his  presence,  the  signature 
is  deemed  that  of  the  principal  himself,  since  the  agent  does 
not  act  in  that  capacity,  but  merely  as  the  hand  or  amanuensis 
of  the  principal,  and  in  such  case  the  agent  signs  the  prin- 
cipal's name  only  as  if  the  principal  had  himself  signed  it. 
Gardner  v.  Gardner,  5  Gush.  (Mass.)  483;  B.  I.  &  St.  L.  B. 
Co.  V.  Shunick,  65  111.  223 ;  Meffer  v.  King,  29  La.  Ann.  567, 
569.     Compare  Sec.  18. 

Sec.  7fi.  Signature  of  principal  hy  agent  sbonld  be  followed 
by  his  as  agent. 
Only  the  name  of  the  principal  should  be  used  in  the  body 
of  the  iustrument,  as  one  of  the  contracting  parties,  the  agent 
should  then  sign  the  principal's  name  to  it,  and  then  his  otvn 
as  agent.  Mears  v.  Morrison,  1  Breese  (111.),  172;  Bingham 
V.  Steu-aH,  13  Minn.  106;  Smith  v.  Morse,  9  Wall.  (U.  S.)  76. 

Sec.  76.  Signature  of  B,  as  attorney  for  parties  of  first  part, 
failed  to  bind  the  principal. 
Where  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  stated  in  the  body 
of  it  that  it  was  made  by  the  parties  of  the  first  part,  with- 
out naming  them,  by  B,  their  attorney,  the  concluding  clause 
was,  "In  witness  whereof  said  B,  as  attorney  for  the  parties 
of  the  first  part,  and  said  parties  of  the  second  part,  have 
hereunto  set  their  hands  and  seals,"  and  B.  signed  his  own 
name  only,  with  a  single  seal,  it  was  held  that  the  parties  of 
the  first  part  were  not  bound,  and  that  the  instrument  should 
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have  been  executed  in  the  name  of  the  principals,  and  pur- 
port to  be  sealed  with  their  seals  instead  of  the  seal  of  the 
attorney.  Townsend  v.  Hubbard,  4  Hill  (N.  Y.),  351;  Town- 
send  V.  Corning,  23  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  435. 

Sec.  76a.    Agent  contracting  as  principal  personally  Uable  as 
*   such. 

Where  an  agent  contracts  as  principal,  and  does  not  dis- 
close his  agency,  he  is  personally  liable  as  principal.  Loehde 
V.  Halsey,  83  111.  App.  452.    See  also  Sees.  43,  383. 

Sec.  77.    Signature  placed  at  bottom  or  top  a  sufficient  compli- 
ance with  statute. 

The  requirement  of  a  statute  that  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  lands  between  a  broker  and  the  owner  be  subscribed  by 
both  parties  is  met  when  the  signature  of  the  parties  is  placed 
thereon  to  authenticate  and  give  effect  to  the  contract,  whether 
placed  at  the  bottom,  the  top,  or  in  the  body  of  the  instru- 
ment.   Myers  v.  Moore,  78  Neb.  448,  110  N.  W.  989. 

Sec.  78.    Signature,  the  word  "subscribed"  is  equivalent  to 
"signed." 

The  word  "subscribed,"  as  used  in  a  statute  requiring  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  lands,  between  a  broker  and  the  owner, 
to  be  in  writing,  subscribed  by  both  parties,  is  synonymous 
with  the  word  "signed."    Id. 

Sec.  79.    In  some  States  a  contract  to  divide  commissions  with 
a  sub-agent  must  be  in  writing. 

Bums'  Anno.  Stat.  1901,  Sec.  6629a,  declares  that  no  con- 
tract for  the  pajnnent  of  any  sum  as  commissions  for  finding 
a  purchaser  for  the  real  estate  of  another,  shall  be  valid  un- 
less the  same  shall  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  owners  of 
the  real  estate  or  his  legally  appointed  and  duly  qualified 
representative.  Held,  that  such  section  did  not  invalidate  a 
written  contract  between  real  estate  brokers  by  which  one  of 
them  agreed  to  pay  the  other  one  dollar  per  acre  for  finding 
a  purchaser  for  land  which  the  first  broker  had  for  sale.  Prov- 
ident T.  Co.  V.  Darraugh,  168  Ind.  29,  78  N.  E.  1030.  And 
that  letters  qualifying  the  original  authority  to  pay  plaintiff 
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$1  per  acre  for  finding  a  purchaser  did  not  constitute  a  re- 
vocation of  the  authority.     Id, 

Sec.  79a.  Unless  barred  by  statute,  broker  may  be  authorized 
by  parol  to  make  a  valid  contract  to  sell  or  lease  reU  prop- 
erty. 

Except  in  those  States  where  the  statutes  expressly  require 
the  authority  to  be  in  writing,  an  agent  may  be  authorized 
by  parol  to  make  a  valid  contract  for  the  sale  or  the  leasing 
of  his  principal's  lands.     Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  89. 

Sec.  79b.    In  certain  States  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands 
must  be  in  writing. 
Alabama,  Arkansas^  California,  Colorado,  Illinois,  Michigan, 
Missouri,  Nebraska,  New  Hampshire,  New  Jersey,  Ohio  and 
Pennsylvania,    Mechem  on  Agency  Sec.  89. 

Sec.  80.  Broker  on  procuring  customer  sending  telegram  to 
owner,  Telegraph  Company  not  agent  as  to  notice. 

The  understanding  that  a  real  estate  broker,  on  procuring 
a  purchaser  of  land,  should  wire  the  owner,  does  not  consti- 
tute the  telegraph  company  the  owner's  agent,  so  that  a  no- 
tice to  the  company  that  a  purchaser  has  been  procured  is 
not  notice  to  the  owner  until  the  telegram  is  actually  received 
by  him.  Johnson  v.  Wright,  124  Iowa,  61,  99  N.  W.  103.  See 
also  Sec.  15. 

Sec.  81.  Telegram  must  reach  owner  before  he  signs  contract 
with  another  or  it  is  too  late. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  earned  on  a  sale  of  land  it 
appeared  that  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  who  entered  intg 
a  contract  to  buy,  plaintiff  notified  the  owner  thereof  by  tele- 
gram the  following  day,  the  owner  had  listed  his  land  with 
another  broker,  who  secured  from  a  third  person  a  written 
contract  to  buy  a  part  of  the  land.  Held,  that  unless  the 
owrer  received  the  telegram  before  signing  the  contract  of 
sale  with  the  third  person,  plaintiff  could  not  recover  com- 
missions. Johnson  Bros.  v.  Wrighi,  124  lowk,  61,  99  N.  W. 
103;  WeisekGerhart  B.  E.  Co.  v.  WaUrighi,  127  Mo.  App. 
514,  105  S.  ^.  1036. 
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CHAPTER  I. 
OPTIONS. 

Bee.  82.    Ezchisiye  contract  to  sell  and  take  all  over  net  price, 
an  agency  and  not  an  option. 

A  contract  providing  that  C  should  have  the  exclusive  sale 
of  E's  land  for  sixty  days  at  a  sum  named,  commissions  to 
be  obtained  above  that  sum,  makes  C  the  agent  of  K,  and  does 
not  give  him  an  option  to  purchase  the  land  at  the  price  named. 
Chesum  v.  Kreigbaum,  4  Wash.  680,  30  P.  1098 ;  Tate  v.  Ait- 
ken,  5  Cal.  App.  505,  90  P.  836;  Young  v.  Buhwedel,  119  Mo. 
App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228;  Arnold  v.  Nat.  Bk.  Waupaca,  126 
Wis.  362,  105  N.  W.  828,  3  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  580.  Compare 
Sec.  88. 

Sec.  83.    Broker  employed  to  secure  an  option  entitled  to 
reasonable  compensation. 

A  broker  employed,  not  to  purchase  property  but  simply 
to  procure  an  option,  and  whose  employer  does  not  avail  him- 
self of  the  services  to  make  a  purchase,  is  entitled  only  to 
reasonable  compensation,  and  not  to  the  same  compensation 
to  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  had  he  been  employed 
to  purchase  the  property.  Boardman  v.  Hanks,  185  Mass. 
555,  70  N.  E.  1012. 


Sec.  84.    Option,  subject  to  revocation,  makes  principal  liable 
to  broker  on  fln^g  a  purchaser. 

Though   the   owner   was    at   liberty   under   the    agreement 

to  sell  the  property  himself,  the  mere  fact  that  he  had  given 

a  prospective  purchaser  an  option  on  the  property,  subject 

to  revocation  by  either  party  at  any  time,  did  not  relieve  the 

principal  of  liability  for  a  commission  if  the  broker  during 

the  time  given  him  found  a  customer  able,  ready  and  willing 

105 


to  buy  on  the  owner's  terms.     York  v,  Nash,  42  Oregon,  321, 
71  P.  59. 

Beo.  85.    Broker  employed  to  effect  a  sale,  who  secnreB  a  mere 
option,  is  not  entitled  to  commiuionB. 
A  broker  employed  to  Had  an  absolute  purchaser  at  a  spec- 
ified price,  on  terms  agreeable  to  the  seller,  has  not  earned 
a  commission  by  procuring  a  person  who  is  willing  to  execute 
a  contract  by  which  it  is  optional  with  him  to  make  the  pay- 
ments specified  therein,  and  on  his  failure  to  do  so  the  con- 
tract to  become  void  and  he   merely  to  forfeit  the  amount, 
if  any  paid.     Tousey  v.  Etzel,  9  Utah,  329,  34  P.  291 ;  Eilden- 
hrand  v.  lAllis.  10  Cal.  Add.  522.  51  P.  1008 :  Brown  v.  Keaan. 
32  Colo.  463, 
203,  86  P.  344 
rence  v.  Bhodt 
PI.  Ld.  Co.,  5 
29  Md.  512;  1 
Berman  v.  jPi 
Walker,  41  Mo 
68  A.  1106;  B 
Ward  V.  Zbor 
Gay,  63  N.  Y. 
N.  Y.  S.  154, 
11  Misc.  372; 
Loring,  92  N.  ' 
N.  Y.  S.  133, 
527,  44  S.  W. 
Civ.  App.  '08) 
1,  74  P.   1011 
Wilson  V.  Elli 
alao  Sec.  90. 

Sec.  86.    Bnli 

cises  optio 

On   the   cusl 

property  the   I 
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Block  V.  Ryan,  4  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  283;  Aigler  v.  Carpenter 
PL  Land  Co.,  51  Kan.  718,  33  P.  593 ;  Kimberly  v.  Henderson, 
29  Md.  512;  Walsh  v.  Gay,  63  N.  Y.  S.  543,  49  App.  Div.  50; 
Lawrence  v.  Peterson,  34  Wash.  1,  74  P.  1011;  Morson  v. 
Burnside,  31  Ont.  (Can.)  438. 

Sec.  87*    Where  principal  held  only  an  option  at  time  of 
Bale  does  not  defeat  broker's  right  to  commissions. 

The  fact  that  the  principal  does  not  own  the  property  which 
he  employs  the  broker  to  sell,  does  not  defeat  the  broker's 
right  to  compensation  on  procuring  a  purchaser.  Smith  v. 
Schiele,  93  Cal.  144,  28  P.  857.  Compare  Sees.  122,  154,  180. 
Where,  at  the  time  of  the  contract  of  employment,  the  prin- 
cipal has  only  an  option  on  the  land,  or  for  any  other  reason 
can  not  avail  himself  of  the  offer  procured  by  the  broker. 
Monk  V.  Parker,  180  Mass.  246,  63  N.  E.  793. 

Sec.  88.    Broker  who  took  an  option  not  agent  of  the  owner 
to  negotiate  a  sale. 

A  real  estate  broker  who  took  an  option  to  purchase  cer- 
tain real  estate  at  a  stated  price  is  not  the  agent  of  the  owner 
for  negotiating  its  sale.  Southack  v.  Lane,  65  N.  Y.  S.  629, 
32  Mis.  141.    Compare  Sec.  82. 

Sec.  89.    Exercise  of  option  to  purchase  revokes  contract  of 
agency  to  sell  land. 

A  contract  of  agency  for  the  sale  of  land  is  revoked  by 
notice  of  the  exercise  of  an  option  to  purchase  subsequently 
given.  Faraday  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  v.  Owens,  26  Ky.  L.  R.  243, 
80  S.  W.  1171. 

Sec.  90.  Agreement  to  sell,  cash  on  delivery  of  deed,  etc.,  a 
mere  option  and  not  a  contract  of  sale. 
An  agreement  to  sell  realty  **cash  on  delivery  of  deed,  or 
one-half  on  time  if  terms  can  be  agreed  on,"  is  a  mere  option 
and  not  a  contract  of  sale.  Wallace  v.  Figone,  107  Mo.  App. 
362,  81  S.  W.  492 ;  Ind.  &  Ark.  L.  <&  M.  Co.  v.  Pharr,  82  Ark. 
573,  102  S.  W.  686.    See  also  Sec.  85. 
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Sec.  91.  A  sale  of  land  by  the  owner,  subject  to  option,  does 
not  constitute  a  breach  of  contract. 

If  during  the  continuance  of  the  option  given  to  a  real 
estate  broker,  the  owner  bargains  the  property  to  a  third 
party  contingent  on  the  failure  of  the  option  holder  to  com- 
ply with  the  terms  of  the  option,  does  not  alone  constitute  a 
breach  of  the  option  by  the  owner.  Smith  v.  Lawrence,  98 
Me.  92,  56  A.  455. 

Sec.  92.  Where  broker  sent  owner  the  form  of  an  option, 
which  he  executed,  on  sale  broker  not  entitled  to  com- 
mission. 

Where  a  broker  sent  the  owner  of  real  estate  a  form  of  a 
purchase  option,  which  the  owner  executed  and  a  sale  took 
place  under  the  option,  the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
commissions  from  the  owner,  as  the  transaction  did  not  amount 
to  an  employment.  Davenport  v.  Corbett,  98  N.  Y.  S.  403, 
112  App.  Div.  382.     See  also  Sec.  104. 

Sec.  93.  Broker  to  procure  a  lessee  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sions for  an  option. 

A  paper  signed  by  a  principal  and  a  proposed  tenant  stip- 
ulated, '*We  agree  to  execute  a  lease  of  certain  premises  to 
such  tenant"  from  October  or  November,  1906,  for  seven 
years,  at  a  rental  of  $18,000  per  year,  the  lease  as  to  condi- 
tions to  be  an  exact  copy  of  the  lease  we  now  hold  on  the 
above  premises  **(by  the  conditions  it  means  taxes,  insurance, 
if  in  lease)"  the  running  expense,  etc.,  included;  it  is  under- 
stood that  at  signing  of  lease  six  months'  rent  in  advance  is 
to  be  paid  **by  the  tenant,"  this  to  draw  six  per  cent,  yearly 
in  advance,  principals  to  secure  the  proposed  tenant  for  above 
amount  by  assignment  of  lease  of  the  premises  now  existing, 
provided  this  can  be  done,  or  other  security,  lease  to  be  exe- 
cuted on  or  before  October  10,  1902.  Held,  that  the  instru- 
ment was  a  mere  option,  in  no  way  obligating  the  proposed 
tenant,  and  the  procuring  of  his  signature  thereto  was  not  a 
compliance  on  the  broker's  part  with  a  contract  between  the 
broker  and  his  principal  whereby  the  broker  was  to  become 
entitled  to  a  certain  commission  for  procuring  a  tenant  as 
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such  lessee  of  the  premises  in  question,  in  which  the  principal 
had  a  leasehold  interest.  Benedict  v.  Pincus,  95  N.  Y.  S. 
1042,  109  App.  Div.  20;  Laws  cfc  Bradford  v.  Schmidt,  80 
Ohio  St.  108,  88  N.  E.  319. 

Sec.  94.    On  concludin^f  an  option  for  whole  tract,  owner  jus- 
tified in  refusing  offer  for  part. 

Where  plaintiff,  pursuant  to  her  employment  to  sell  certain 
land  for  defendant,  produced  a  purchaser  who  was  willing  to 
take  an  option  on  the  land,  defendants  were  justified  in  re- 
fusing to  consider  the  proposition  of  another  customer  for  a 
portion  of  the  land  furnished  by  plaintiff  until  the  negotia- 
tions pezfQing  with  the  first  customer  were  terminated.  Fox 
V.  Denargo  Land  Co.,  37  Colo.  203,  86  P.  344. 

Sec.  96.    Parties  taking  options  at  liberty  to  withdraw  before 
contract,  and  no  commissions  are  earned. 

Where  the  owner  of  certain  land  was  willing  to  give  a  pur- 
chaser procured  by  plaintiff  the  privilege  of  buying,  and  the 
purchaser  was  willing  to  take  an  option,  it  would  be  presumed 
that  the  parties  were  negotiating  for  a  written  agreement; 
hence,  neither  party  was  at  liberty  to  withdraw  any  propo- 
sition made  during  the  negotiations  and  to  repudiate  any  oral 
agreement  before  the  execution  of  the  written  contract,  with- 
out the  owner  being  liable  to  the  broker  furnishing  such  pur- 
chaser for  commissions  in  case  of  the  failure  of  the  parties  to 
agree.  Fox  v.  Denargo  Land  Co.,  37  Colo.  203,  86  P.  344; 
Smith  V.  MerrUl,  134  Wis.  227,  114  N.  W.  508.  See  also  Meet- 
ing of  Minds,  Sec.  33. 

Sec.  96.    When  option  wai  exercised  broker  was  entitled  to 
commissions,  although  paid  for  reselling  lease. 

Plaintiff  engaged  by  defendant  to  sell  found  no  customer, 
but  found  a  person  who  would  take  a  lease  with  an  option  to 
purchase,  and  defendant  agreed  to  this,  and  paid  plaintiff  a 
commission  on  the  lease,  and  agreed  to  pay  a  commission  on 
a  sale,  if  the  option  was  exercised.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was 
not  deprived  of  his  right  to  commissions  from  defendant  for 
the  sale  on  the  option  being  exercised,  because  after  the  exe- 
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cutlon  of  the  lease  and  option  he  found  a  purchaser  for  the 
lease  and  received  a  commission  from  his  principal.  Davis 
V.  Weber,  92  N.  Y.  S.  823,  46  Misc.  590. 

Sec.  97.    Contract  of  exchange  contingent  on  enoroachmente 
not  defeating  was  a  mere  option. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions  for 
effecting  an  exchange  of  defendant's  property,  evidence  that 
at  or  about  the  time  of  the  signing  of  the  contract  of  exchange, 
which  stipulated  that  if  the  other  party  thereto  rejected  de- 
fendant's title,  on  the  ground  of  bay-window  or  stoop-ledge 
encroachments,  his  deposit  should  be  returned  in  full  of  all 
claims,  plaintiff  signed  a  writing  wherein  he  agree#  to  wait 
for  his  commissions  until  after  the  title  closed,  was  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  plaintiff,  as  well  as  defendant,  regarded 
the  contract  of  exchange  as  a  mere  option,  and  not  an  abso- 
lute, enforceable  contract  of  exchange.  Hough  v.  Baldwin,  99 
N.  Y.  S.  545,  50  Misc.  546.    See  Sec.  95. 

Sec.  98.    Oo-agent  not  bound  by  an  option  neither  given  nor 
ratified  by  himself. 

A  co-agent  under  a  power  to  sell  is  not  bound  by  an  un- 
authorized option  not  given  or  ratified  by  himself,  and,  if  he 
purchase  the  land  for  himself,  can  not  be  held  as  a  trustee 
for  the  claimant  under  the  option.  Tibbs  v.  Zirkle,  55  W. 
Va.  49,  46  S.  E.  701,  104  Am.  St.  R.  977. 

Sec.  99.    Option  and  title  bond  taken  by  agent  to  insure  sale, 
do  not  affect  relationship  of  agency. 

Real  estate  agents  who  take  from  the  owner  of  lands  listed 
with  them  for  sale,  an  option  and  title  bond  to  make  certain 
that,  if  a  sale  is  effected,  it  will  be  carried  out  without 
obstruction,  are  still  agents,  so  that  the  principal  is  liable  for 
their  fraud.    Alger  v.  Anderson,  78  Fed.  729. 

Sec.  100.    Option  at  best  price  obtainable  means  satisfactory 
to  purchaser. 

A  contract  of  employment  to  obtain  options  on  property 
stated  that  the  options  should  be  at  a  price  at  which  the  party 
for  whom  they  were  purchased  "may  buy."    Held,  that  the 
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intent  of  the  parties  was  that  the  option  obtained  should  be 
at  a  price  which  was  satisfactory  to  the  purchasers,  and  if 
shown  to  be  so,  the  conditions  of  the  contract  were  fully  com- 
plied with.    Worthington  v.  McGarry,  149  Ala.  251,  42  S.  988. 


See.  101.    Option  imezerciBed,  sabsequent  sale  to  party  by 
administrator,  broker  not  entitled  to  oommiMions. 

A  broker  who  finds  a  person  who  takes  an  option  on  the 
purchase  of  certain  mining  property,  which  is  not  carried  out, 
can  not,  where  the  owner  dies  before  the  option  expires,  re- 
cover his  agreed  commissions  from  the  administrator,  where 
the  latter,  after  the  expiration  of  the  option,  sells  the  prop- 
erty to  the  same  person  at  the  same  price,  even  though  the 
negotiations  conducted  by  the  broker  prior  to  the  owner's 
death  may  have  contributed  to  the  accomplishment  of  the  sale. 
Crowe  v.  Tricksy,  204  U.  S.  228,  aflBrming  Trickey  v.  Crowe 
(Ari.  Sup.),  71  P.  965;  Crowe  v.  Harmon,  204  U.  S.  241,  af- 
firming Harmon  v.  Crowe  (Ari.  Sup.),  71  P.  1125.  See  also 
Sec  199. 

Sec.  102.    Broker  to  secure  two  options,  principal  tells  him 
not  to  act  as  to  one,  breach  of  contract. 

Where  a  party  under  a  contract  is  to  secure  for  a  second 
party  options  on  certain  properties,  and  the  second  party  di- 
rects him  not  to  proceed  in  reference  to  securing  an  option 
on  one  of  the  properties,  this  is  a  breach  of  the  contract  for 
which  the  second  party  is  liable  in  damages.  Worthington  v. 
McGarry,  149  Ala.  251,  42  So.  988. 

Sec.  103.    Broker  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  securing 
part  of  options. 

Plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into  a  contract  whereby  de- 
fendant agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  certain  sum  if  the  plaintiff 
should  secure  certain  options  on  ore  land  and  on  a  majority 
of  the  stock  of  a  corporation;  plaintiff  secured  the  options 
except  as  to  the  stock  of  the  corporation.  Held,  that  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  compensation  under  the  contract  for  secur- 
ing the  ore  option,  by  alleging  and  proving  that  he  was  pre- 
vented by  defendant  from  endeavoring  to  obtain  the  other.   Id. 
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Sec.  104.  Broker  obtaining  price  from  owner,  amonnts  only 
to  a  naked,  verbal  option. 
Where  a  broker  aaka  and  obtains  from  ^e  owner  the  price 
at  which  he  would  sell  real  property,  without  anything  being 
said  as  to  the  broker'a  emploTment  or  compensation,  and  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  owner  knew,  or  had  reasonable  grounds 
to  believe,  that  the  broker  expected  to  be  paid,  no  contract  of 
employment,  express  or  implied,  can  be  inferred,  but  at  best 
only  a  naked,  verbal  option.  Crammer  v.  Eddy,  41  Colo.  235, 
92  P.  722.    See  also  Sec.  92. 

Sec.  106.  Option  given  and  extended,,  broker  held  as  acting 
in  tlie  character  of  a  porcbaser. 
In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  in  procuring  a 
purchaser  of  timber  lands,  it  appeared  that  the  broker,  on 
learning  that  the  property  was  for  sale,  looked  it  over  at  dif- 
ferent times,  and  had  an  interview  with  the  owner  as  to  the 
price;  that  thereafter,  he  wrote  a  letter  to  the  owner  request- 
ing him  not  to  let  any  outsider  know  about  the  price  for  a 
time;  that  the  owner  replied  that  he  would  give  the  broker 
an  option  on  the  price  and  conditions  named  until  a  specified 
time;  this  option  was  extended.  Held,  not  to  show  that  the 
broker  was  acting  in  the  sale  as  a  broker  of  the  owner,  but  in 
the  character  of  a  purchaser.  Wood  v.  Palmer,  151  Mich.  30, 
115  N.  W.  242,  14  Det.  L.  N.  963;  Harten  v.  Loeffler,  31  App. 
D.  C.  362. 

Sec.  106.  Error  to  prevent  def«idant  -  showing  how  option 
was  finally  made  to  purchaser. 
Where,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  coro- 
missions  for  finding  a  purchaser,  defendant  claimed  that  tiip. 
sale  was  made  through  the  efforts  of  another,  it  was  error  tn 
sustain  an  objection  to  a  question  to  defendant  by  his  coun- 
sel, as  to  the  circumstances  under  which  the  option  was  finally 
made  to  the  purchaser.  Grieb  v.  Koeffler,  127  Wis.  314,  106 
N.  W.  113. 

Bee.  107.    Defendants  giving  broker  option,  estopped  to  say 
they  procured  his  ens 

Where  defendants  gave 
of  coal  property,  if  sold  v 
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commission,  and  agreed  to  assist  plaintiff  in  the  sale  thereof, 
defendants  will  not  be  heard  to  say  that  a  sale  to  one  with 
whom  plaintiff  was  negotiating,  made  during  the  continuance 
of  the  option,  was  the  result  of  their  independent  efforts. 
Wells  V.  Hocking  Valley  Coal  Co.,  137  Iowa,  526,  114  N.  W. 
1076. 

Sec.  108.    Defendant  may  show  purchaser  took  an  option,  and 
did  not  intend  to  buy  unless  he  secured  adjoining  lot. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  mak- 
ing a  sale  of  realty  defendant  may  show  that  plaintiff  knew 
that  the  purchaser  presented  by  him  simply  obtained  an  op- 
tion, and  did  not  intend  to  buy  unless  he  purchased  some  ad- 
joining lots.    Walsh  V.  Gay,  63  N.  Y.  S.  543,  49  App.  Div.  50. 

Sec.  109.    Option  as  only  i^eement,  what  owner  may  show 
to  corroborate  that  claim. 

Where,  in  a  suit  for  a  commission  for  finding  a  purchaser 
for  land,  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  owner  listed  it  with  brokers, 
who  listed  it  with  plaintiff's  firm,  with  the  owner's  consent, 
the  owner  could  show  that  shortly  before  the  alleged  listing 
with  such  broker,  he  gave  them  an  option  to  purchase  a  tract, 
including  the  land  on  account  of  which  the  commission  was 
claimed,  as  tending  to  corroborate  the  owner's  claim  that  the 
option  contract  was  the  only  agreement  between  him  and  the 
broker.  Sterling  v.  De  Laune  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  105  S. 
W.  1169. 

Sec.  110.    Option  held  not  expired  when  sale  was  made  by 
own^. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recove;:  commissions  on  a  sale 
of  land,  evidence  held  to  support  a  finding  that  an  option  au- 
thorizing plaintiff  to  sell  the  land,  had  not  expired  before  the 
sale.  Holbrook'Blackwelder,  R.  E.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Hartman,  128 
Mo.  App.  228,  106  S.  W.  1115. 

Sec.  111.    Error  to  grant  new  trial  to  permit  setting  up  the 
exercise  of  an  option. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  services  in  the  sale  of 
a  mine,  a  non-suit  was  granted,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  ani 
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option  to  purchase  n^otiated  by  the  broker  had  not  matured 
when  suit  was  brought,  and  pending  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
for  alleged  errors  of  law  occurrii^  at  the  trial,  the  parchaaer 
complied  with  the  option  and  completed  the  sale,  it  was  error 
to  grant  a  subsequent  application  for  a  new  trial  in  order  to 
permit  the  broker  to  allege  by  amendment  the  completion  of 
the  sale  and  recover  for  his  services.  Lawrence  v.  Peterson, 
34  Wash.  1,  ""  ^    ^^■'■' 


CHAPTER  11. 

SALES  OF  REAL  ESTATE. 

Sec.  112.    If  employment  does  not  state  tenns  of  sale  satis- 
factory to  principal  implied. 

A  real  estate  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  the 
sale  of  land  unless  he  procures  a  purchaser  who  is  able,  ready 
and  willing  to  complete  a  purchase  on  terms  named,  or  which 
are,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  as  to  terms,  sat- 
isfactory and  agreeable  to  the  owner.  Fairchild  v.  Cunning- 
ham, 84  Minn.  621,  88  N.  W.  15;  Montgomery  v.  Knicker- 
hacker,  50  N.  Y.  S.  128,  27  N.  Y.  App.  D.  117. 

Sec.  113.    A  broker  who  effects  a  sale  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  employment  is  entitled  to  compensation. 

Where  property  is  placed  with  a  broker  for  sale,  he  is  not 
bound  to  consummate  a  sale  or  procure  a  purchaser  upon  the 
agreed  terms,  but  when  he  does  either  his  commission  is  earned. 
Walsh  V.  Hastings,  20  Colo.  243,  38  P.  324 ;  Gilmore  v.  Bailey, 
103  III.  App.  245 ;  Stephens  v.  Scott,  43  Kan.  285,  23  P.  555 ; 
Dreisbach  v.  Rollins,  39  Kan.  268,  18  P.  187;  Locke  v.  Oris- 
wold,  96  Mo.  App.  527,  70  S.  W.  400 ;  Pollard  v.  Banks,  67  Mo. 
App.  187 ;  Crowley  Co.  v.  Myers,  69  N.  J.  L.  245 ;  55  A.  305 ; 
Brundage  v.  McCormick,  23  N.  Y.  S.  262,  69  Hun,  65;  McCaff- 
rey V,  Page,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  400;  Jordan  v.  Snyhenry, 
(Iowa  Sup.  '09),  123  N.  W.  956.  See  Unilateral  Contracts, 
Sec.  20. 

Sec.  114.    A  contract  of  sale  may  be  established  by  circum- 
stantial evidence. 

Circumstantial  evidence  may  be  sufficient  to  establish  a  con- 
tract of  sale  when  no  objection  is  made  to  the  competency  of 

any  portion  of  it.    Chapin  v.  Bridges,  116  Mass.  105. 
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is  not  entitled  to  recover  for  merely  finding  a  purchaser,  when 
he  failed  to  consummate  a  sale.  Dorrington  v,  Powell,  52  Neb. 
440,  72  N.  W.  587;  Lyle  v.  Vni.  Land  cfe  Inv.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  95),  30  S.  W.  726;  see  also  Sees.  193,  224,  272,  449;  Pfanz 
V.  Humburg,  820  St.  1. 

See.  120.    The  withdrawal  of  land  from  sale  entitled  broker, 
under  the  contract,  to  commissions. 

By  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  employment  between  the 
owner  of  land  and  a  broker  commissions  became  due  upon 
withdrawal  of  the  property  from  sale  within  a  certain  time. 
Held,  that  the  notice  recited  that  it  was  given  under  a  con- 
tract by  the  owner  to  the  broker  not  to  sell  said  land,  that  it 
had  been  withdrawn  from  the  market,  written  within  that  time, 
while  the  owner  was  repudiating  a  sale  by  the  broker,  was  a 
withdrawal  of  the  premises  from  sale  entitling  the  broker  to 
his  commissions,  not  as  damages  for  breach  of  contract,  but  as  a 
debt.    Maze  v.  Gordon,  96  Cal.  61,  30  P.  962 ;  compare  Sec.  585. 

Sec.  121.    Transaction  whereby  properties  are  given  for  others 
and  cash  difTerence  is  a  sale. 

A  transaction  by  which  certain  pieces  of  property  are  given 
for  others,  a  definite  price  being  put  on  each  and  the  difference 
paid  in  cash,  is  a  sale  and  not  an  exchange.  Thornton  v.  Moody, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  93),  24  S.  W.  331;  Ullman  v.  Land,  37  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  422 ;  84  S.  W.  294. 

Sec.  122.    Sale  miscarrying  through  no  fault  of  principal, 
broker  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

Where  the  owner  of  land  authorized  real  estate  agents  to 
sell  land  purchased  by  him,  and  informed  them  that  he  had 
no  deed  for  the  same,  but  held  it  under  a  contract,  and  the 
agents  made  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  land,  but  the  pur- 
chaser refused  to  complete,  because  the  vendor  had  only  a  con- 
tract of  purchase,  there  being  no  other  defect  in  the  title,  it 
was  held  that  the  agents  were  not  entitled  to  recover  the  agreed 
commissions  on  the  sale,  as  it  proved  abortive  without  any 
fault  on  the  part  of  their  principal.  Hoyt  v.  Shipherd,  70  HI. 
309;  compare  See.  87. 
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Sec.  123.    Sale  by  wrong  description  bars  broker's  right  to 
commissions. 

A  real  estate  broker  authorized  to  sell  a  tract  of  land  spoken 
of  by  the  owner  as  being  his  land  on  a  certain  canal,  has  no 
authority  to  sell  it  by  any  other  description  than  that  by 
which  it  was  purchased  by  the  owner,  and  the  broker's  com- 
missions are  not  earned  where  the  trade  falls  through  because 
the  contract  made  by  the  broker  with  the  intending  purchaser 
described  the  tract  as  containing  a  stated  number  of  acres  south 
of  the  canal,  whereas  it  was  described  in  the  conveyance  to  the 
owner  as  being  that  number  of  acres  south  of  the  center  of  the 
canal.     Ward  v.  Lawrence,  70  111.  295. 

Sec.  124.    A  single  sale  of  real  estate  not  doing  business  to 
require  a  license. 

One  who,  while  engaged  in  other  business,  sells  land  for 
another,  may  recover  his  commissions,  though  he  had  not  taken 
out  a  license  as  required  of  real  estate  agents,  since  a  single 
sale  does  not  constitute  the  exercise  of  the  business  of  real 
estate  brokerage.  O'Neill  v.  Sinclair,  153  111.  525,  39  N.  E.  124; 
Black  V.  Snook,  204  Pa.  St.  119,  53  A.  648 ;  Yedinsky  v.  Strouse, 
6  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  587 ;  42  W.  N.  C.  12. 

Sec.  125.    Owner  forced  to  sell  with  joint  owner  deprives 
broker  of  commissions. 

Where  a  landowner,  who  has  engaged  a  real  estate  agent  to 
sell  land  at  a  certain  price,  is  forced  to  join  with  a  joint  owner 
to  effect  a  sale  and  sell  at  a  reduced  price,  the  agent  i"  no^ 
entitled  to  commissions.    Buhl  v.  Noe,  51  111.  App.  622. 

Sec.  126.    Sale  by  broker,  who  agrees  afterward  to  resell,  not 
a  fraud  on  seller. 

A  broker  negotiated  a  sale  of  plaintiff's  land  to  defendant, 
who  had  his  deed  made  out  to  a  third  person,  who  afterwards 
conveyed  to  defendant;  a  few  weeks  after  the  sale  defendant 
agreed  to  let  the  broker  sell  the  land  for  him  at  an  advance, 
the  profits  to  be  equally  divided  between  them;  plaintiff  did 
not  know  at  the  time  of  the  sale  that  defendant  was  the  pur- 
chaser, and  there  was  then  no  arrangement  or  understanding 
money  to  be  paid  on  the  execution  of  the  deed,  but  further 
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between  defendant  and  the  broker  as  to  any  resale  of  the 
property  or  division  of  the  profits.  Held,  that  there  was  nothing 
in  the  transaction  in  fraud  of  plaintiff.  Olover  v.  Layton,  145 
111.  92,  34  N.  E.  53. 

Sec.  127.    Sale  ineffectual  where  broker  had  no  authority  to 
make  it. 

In  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract  by  C.  as  agent 
of  defendant  to  convey  certain  lots,  it  appeared  that  the  lots 
were  situate  in  D.,  where  such  agent  resided;  that. on  March 
30,  1889,  defendant  wrote  the  agent:  **I  will  be  in  D.  last  of 
April  or  first  of  May,  wish  you  would  have  a  purchaser;  think 
I  ought  to  get  $17,000,  as  there  is  quite  a  boom  in  D.  in  real 
estate;*'  that  on  April  20th  the  agent  telegraphed  defendant: 
**Lots  sold  for  $16,000  cash,  mail  you  deed  for  signing  to-day;'' 
to  which  defendant  replied:  ''Won't  sell  for  less  than  $17,000; 
be  there  May  1st;"  on  May  3d,  the  date  of  her  arrival  in  D., 
the  agent  telegraphed  her:  ''Sold  property  for  $17,000  •  •  • 
27th  of  April;"  but  she  did  not  receive  the  telegram  until  she 
had  reached  D.  and  repudiated  the  contract;  held  that  the 
agent  had  no  authority  to  sell  the  property.  Sullivan  v.  Leer, 
29  P.  817,  2  Colo.  App.  141. 

Sec.  128.    Advertisement  on  land  as  for  sale  by  agent  insuffi- 
cient to  imply  right  to  sell. 

An  advertisement  put  up  upon  land  offering  it  for  sale,  and 
referring  to  the  owner  and  another  person,  is  not,  in  opposi- 
tion to  a  denial  by  the  owner  of  the  agency  of  such  third  person, 
sufficient  to  imply  in  him  power  to  make  a  sale  of  the  land. 
Mortimer  v.  Cornwell,  1  Hoffm.  (N.  Y.)  Ch.  351. 

Sec.  129.    Authority  to  a  broker  to  find  a  purchaser  gives  no 
right  to  make  a  sale. 

A  letter  to  an  agent  saying:  "As  you  stated  you  could  get 
$30,000  for  the  place  you  occupy  •  •  •  and  if  you  can,  we  will 
sell  at  that  price  •  •  •  and  allow  you  2^2  per  cent,  on  said 
price,"  merely  authorized  the  agent  to  find  a  purchaser,  but 
not  to  sell,  and  a  contract  by  the  agent  to  sell  confers  no  right 
on  the  purchaser.    Grant  v.  Ede,  85  Cal.  418,  24  P.  890 ;  Sim- 
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mans  v.  Kramer,  13  S.  E.  902,  88  Va.  411;  Lawson  v.  King 
(Wash.  Sup.  '09),  104  P.  1118. 

Sec.  130.    Where  agent  buys  at  inadequate  price,  by  fraud, 
contract  of  sale  will  be  Eet  aside. 

Where  an  agent  purchases  property  at  a  grossly  inadequate 
price,  by  the  concealment  of  facts  and  information  relating 
thereto  which  he  was  bound  to  disclose,  the  sale  will  be  set 
aside.    Norris  v.  Taylor,  49  111.  17.    See  also  Sec.  291. 

Sec.  131.    Agent  becoming  purchaser  unknown  to  principal^ 
rale  will  be  set  aside. 

Where  an  agent  becomes  the  purchaser,  without  the  knowl- 
edge  of  the  principal,  the  sale  will  be  set  aside.  Fisher's  Ap- 
peal,  34  Pa.  St.  29;  Butler  v.  Haskill,  4  Desau.  (S.  C.)  651; 
Casey  v.  Casey,  14  HI.  112.    See  also  Sec.  314. 

Sec.  132.    Contract  to  pay  a  broker  a  commission  on  accepted 
sale,  though  no  eifort  required,  upheld. 

A  contract  to  pay  a  broker  a  commission  on  any  accepted 
sale  procured  by  him  will  support  a  recovery  for  such  commis- 
sion, though  it  does  not  bind  the  broker  to  make  any  effort  to 
sell.  Brooks  v.  Leathers,  112  Mich.  463,  70  N.  W.  1099.  Com- 
pare Sees.  552,  585. 

Sec.  133.    Contract  may  require  broker  in  order  to  earn  com- 
missions to  effect  a  sale  at  the  price  limited. 

It  is  clearly  competent  for  the  owner  and  broker  to  agree 
that  the  latter  shall  have  no  compensation  unless  he  shall  effect  a 
sale  at  the  price  limited,  and  the  broker  would  be  bound  by 
such  a  contract.  Hungerford  y.  Hicks,  39  Conn.  259.  See  also 
Sec.  61. 

Sec.  134.    Sale  at  $360,  when  contract  limited  to  $400,  did 
not  entitle  broker  to  commissions. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale  of  a  house 
for  defendant,  it  appeared  that  defendant  agreed  to  give 
plaintiff  $75  if  he  should  sell  the  house  for  $500  before  a  cer- 
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tain  day,  and  $50  if  he  should  sell  it  for  $400  after  that  time; 
plaintiff  introduced  to  defendant  a  purchaser  who,  after  the 
day  specified,  purchased  the  house  for  $350.  Held,  that  a  judg- 
ment for  plaintiff  for  $35  was  not  sustained  hy  the  evidence. 
Blackwell  v.  Adams,  28  Mo.  App.  61 ;  Holbrook  v.  McCarthy,  61 
Cal.  216. 

Sec.  135.    Sale  by  taroker  at  $1,500,  after  he  said  he  could 
not  and  asked  lower  terms,  unauthorised. 

Where  an  agent  authorized  to  sell  for  $1,500,  if  at  once, 
stated  he  could  not  and  asked  for  lower  terms,  and  after  a 
month  with  no  other  authority,  he  sold  for  $1,500,  the  sale  was 
unauthorized.    Matthews  v.  Soule,  12  Neb.  398. 

Sec.  136.    Without  a  special  contract,  broker  tg  find  a  pur- 
chaser requires  a  sale  to  be  entitled  to  commissions. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  by  the  owner,  without  any 
special  agreement,  to  find  a  purchaser,  is  not  entitled  to  claim 
commissions  upon  the  price,  although  he  finds  a  person  willing 
to  purchase  upon  the  terms  fixed,  unless  the  owner  accepts  the 
purchaser  and  an  actual  sale  is  effected;  Pratt  v.  Patterson,  7 
Phila.  (Pa.)  135.  Affirmed  112  Pa.  St.,  475;  this  is  contrary  to 
the  prevailing  doctrine.  Walsh  v.  Hastings,  20  Colo.  243,  38  P. 
324 ;  Oilmore  v.  Bailey,  103  111.  App.  245 ;  Stephens  v.  Scott,  43 
Kan.  285,  23  P.  555 ;  Dreisbach  v.  Rollins,  39  Kan.  2b8,  18  P. 
187 ;  Locke  v.  Griswold,  96  Mo.  App.  527,  70  S.  W.  400 ;  Pollard 
V.  Banks,  67  Mo.  App.  187 ;  Crowley  Co.  v.  Meyers,  69  N.  J.  L. 
245,  55  A.  305;  Brumdage  v.  McCormick,  23  N.  Y.  S.  262,  69 
Hun,  65. 

Sec.  137.    Sale  by  one  of  rival  brokers  puts  an  end  to  contract 
with  the  others. 

Owners  of  property  often  leave  it  for  sale  with  several  dif- 
ferent brokers  at  the  same  time;  in  such  cases  the  several 
brokers  have  concurrent  authority  to  sell,  but  a  sale  by  one  of 
them,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  others,  puts  an  end  to  the 
agency  of  the  others  by  removing  the  subject  matter  of  the 
agency;  since  they  can  have  no  further  power  than  their  prin- 
cipal has,  and  he  having,  by  his  agent,  once  sold  the  property 


to  one  person,  can  not  rightfully  sell  it  again  to  another.    Cusk- 
man  v.  Glover,  11  III.  600.    See  also  Sec.  15. 

Sec.  138.  Whether  ageot  was  to  be  paid  commissions  on  both 
auction  and  private  sales  question  for  the  jury. 
The  court  properly  charged  that  as  there  are  different  kinda 
of  sales  of  lands,  and  the  contract  does  not  specify  the  kind, 
it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  from  the  evidence  and  the  letters 
forming  the  contract,  and  the  attending  circumstances,  as  to 
whether  it  included  only  auction  sales,  or  both  auction  and 
private  sales,  for  which  plaintiff  was  to  receive  commissions. 
CooUgan  v.  Milwaukee  &  Sault  Ste.  M.  Im.  Co.,  79  Wis.  471, 
48  N.  W.  717. 

Sec.  139.    Sale  by  agent  of  property  acquired  from  principal 
liable  to  latter  for  profits. 
Where  a  real  estate  agent  makes  a  purchase  of  land  of  his 
principal,   without  his   knowledge,   using  a  third  party  as  a 
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Wolff  V.  Rosenberg,  67  Mo.  App.  403;  Armes  v.  Cameron^  19^ 
D.  C.  435;  Carlson  v.  Nathan,  43  111.  App.  364;  Means  v.  Stone, 
44  111.  App.  444 ;  Livezy  v.  Miller,  61  Md.  336 ;  Crowningshield  v. 
Foster,^  169  Mass.  237,  47  N.  E.  879 ;  Chandler  v.  Sutton,  5  Daly 
(N.  Y.)  112;  Poivcn  V.  Anderson,  15  Daly  219,  4  N.  Y.  S.  706: 
Be  Zavola  v.  Rozaliner,  84  N.  Y.  S.  969;  Friedman  v.  -ffave- 
mt/er,  56  N.  Y.  S.  97,  37  App.  Div.  518;  Felman  v.  O'Brien,  51 
N.  Y.  S.  309,  23  Misc.  341 ;  Hendrtchs  v.  Daniels,  19  N.  Y.  S. 
414 ;  Powell  V.  Lam&,  1  N.  Y.  S.  431 ;  Land  Mtge,  Bk.  v.  Hargis, 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  70  &.  W.  352.    See  also  Sees.  408,  422. 

Sec.  142.    Sale  by  owner  before  a  sale  b>  agent  bars  com- 
missions. 

An  owner  of  land  was  solicited  by  plaintiffs  to  place  it 
in  their  hands  for  sale,  and  wrote  that  he  must  have  a  certain 
fixed  price  for  the  land,  and  that  plaintiffs  could  have  all  they* 
could  get  over  and  above  that;  plaintiffs  found  a  purchaser, 
but  did  not  notify  the  owner  until  he  had  sold  to  another 
person.  Held,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  a  commis- 
sion. Helling  v.  Darby,  71  Kan.  107,  79  P.  1073;  Hodge  v. 
Appellees,  107  N.  Y.  S.  170,  122  App.  Div.  437 ;  Eftinghoff  v. 
Harovitz,  100  N.  Y.  S.  1002,  115  App.  Div.  571.  See  also  Sec. 
15.  English  v.  Wm.  George  Realty  Co.  (T.  C.  A.  '09),  117 
S.  W.  996. 

Sec.  143.    Where  vendor  and  customer  disagree  as  to  terms 
of  sale,  and  broker  acquiesces,  bars  commissions. 

A  real  estate  agent  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  a  sal  a 
of  land,  where,  before  the  completion  of  the  sale  the  parties 
disagree  as  to  terms,  and  the  transaction  is  considered  at  an 
end,  if  the  agent  acquiesces  in  such  rescission  of  the  contract, 
though  the  owner  subsequently  places  it  in  the  hands  of  another 
agent  who  sells  it  on  practically  the  same  terms  to  the  pur- 
chasers secured  by  the  first  agent,  unless  fraud  or  bad  faith 
be  shown.    Girardieu  v.  Gibson,  122  Ga.  313,  50  S.  E.  91. 

Sec.  144.    Sale  for  cash  is  complied  with  by  broker  selling  to 
be  paid  on  execution  of  deed. 

Where  the  terms  of  a  contract  between  the  owner  of  land 
and  a  broker  who  was  to  procure  a  purchaser,  required  a  cash 
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provided  that  if  the  owner  desired  to  retain  possession  for  a 
time  he  could  do  so  by  paying  interest  on  the  money,  a  cash 
sale  was  provided  for.    Fisher  v.  Bell,  91  Ind.  243. 

Sec.  145.    Broker  selling  contract  of  sale,  vendee  refusing  to 
assign,  entitled  to  commissions. 

Where  plaintiffs  were  employed  as  brokers  to  sell  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  real  estate  at  a  profit  of  $1,000  net  to  their 
clients,  and  they  produced  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing 
to  take  the  contract  on  the  terms  prescribed,  but  defendant 
refused  to  assign  the  same,  and  sold  it  to  another,  plaintiffs 
performed  their  obligations  and  were  entitled  to  recover  com- 
missions.   Levy  V.  Trimble,  94  N.  Y.  S.  3,  47  Misc.  394. 

Sec.  146.  Sale  of  public  land,  broker  to  recover  commissions 
must  show  he  effected  attendance  of  purchaser. 
Where  a  real  estate  broker  claims  compensation  for  securing 
the  attendance  of  a  purchaser  at  a  public  land  sale,  he  must 
at  least  show  he  had  some  effect  upon  the  purchaser's  attend- 
ance.   Perkins  v.  Underhill,  103  N.  Y.  S.  25,  118  App.  Div.  170. 

Sec.  147.    Plaintiff  to  plat  and  sell,  and  pay  $160  an  acre  to 
defendant,  was  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands. 

A  contract  whereby  defendant  agreed  to  sell  plaintiff,  or 
his  assigns,  certain  lands  for  $150  per  acre,  plaintiff  to  plat 
the  land  and  sell  it,  and  to  pay  the  proceeds  to  defendant  until 
the  latter  had  received  $150  per  acre,  was  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  lands,  not  a  mere  brokerage  contract  which  defendant 
had  a  right  to  forfeit  by  reason  of  non-performance.  Whipple 
V.  Lee,  46  Wash.  266,  89  P.  712. 

Sec.  148.    Broker  failing  to  sell,  and  owner  by  reducing  price 
selling  to  customer,  not  entitled  to  commissions.      * 

Where  a  broker's  efforts  to  procure  a  purchaser  fail,  because 
of  the  purchaser's  refusal  to  purchase  on  the  terms  fixed  by 
the  broker,  and  the  negotiations  between  them  are  broken,  the 
fact  that  the  owner  subsequently  negotiated  with  the  customer 
and  effected,  a  sale  to  him  in  consequence  of  modifying  the  terms 
thereof,  does  not  entitle  the  broker  to  commissions.  Sckaue  v. 
Storch,  107  N.  Y.  S.  26,  56  Misc.  484. 


CHAPTER  III. 

EXOHANOIS  OF  REAL  ESTATE. 

Sec.  149.  In  estimating  commiMions  on  an  exdiange,  the 
actual  and  not  the  trade  value  is  the  basis. 

In  estimating  the  commissions  for  a  sale  of  real  estate,  where 
part  of  the  price  was  paid  in  town  lots,  the  actual  and  not 
the  trade  value  of  the  property  should  be  considered.  Boyd  v. 
Watson,  101  Iowa,  214,  70  N.  W.  120 ;  Porter  v.  Hollingsworth, 
62  N.  Y.  S.  796,  30  Misc.  628 ;  Colland  v.  Trepety_  70  111.  App. 
228 ;  Davidson  v.  Wills  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '06),  96  S.  W.  634.  See 
also  Sec.  185. 

Sec.  160.  Broker  to  effect  exchange  ordinarily  entitled  to 
commissions  on  execution  of  contract  therefor. 

A  broker  employed  to  effect  an  exchange  of  land  ordinarily 
becomes  entitled  to  a  commission  upon  the  execution  of  a  con- 
tract therefor.  Blaydos  v.  Adams,  35  Mo.  App.  526 ;  Shanks  v. 
Michael,  4  Cal.  App.  553,  88  P.  596.    See  also  Sec.  186. 

Sec.  151.  Broker  may  recover  conunissions  for  effecting  an 
exchange  though  property  received  not  discussed  in  the 
negotiations. 

Where  a  vendor  employs  a  broker  to  bring  about  an  exchange 
of  realty,  and  the  broker  brings  the  owner  and  another  together, 
he  may  recover  his  commissions  on  an  exchange,  although  the 
property  received  was  not  that  under  discussion  when  the 
broker  last  appeared  in  the  negotiations.  French  v.  McKay, 
181  Mass.  485,  63  N.  E.  1068. 

Sec.  152.  Where  principal  receives  good  title  to  property  con- 
veyed can  not  defeat  broker's  commissions  for  exchange. 

Where  the  principal  in  an  exchange  of  property  actually 
receives  a  good  title  to  the  property  conveyed  to  him,  he  can 
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not  defeat  an  action  by  hie  broker  foe  commissions  on  the 
ground  that  his  contract  to  sell  was  invalid.  Schlevinger  v. 
Jud,  70  N.  Y.  S.  616,  61  App.  Div.  453. 

Sec.  163.  Broker  BQpplying  person  willing  to  exchange  mut 
show  ouBtomer  able  before  be  can  recover  conmiis^ons, 
A  real  estate  Eigent  who  finds  a  purchaser  on  the  terms  fixed 
by  the  owner  of  the  property,  such  purchaser  being  ready, 
willing  and  able  to  take  a  conveyance  and  pay  the  purchase 
price,  has  earned  his  commissions;  the  fact  that  the  contract 
involved  an  exchange  of  lands,  does  not  change  the  rule  an- 
nounced. Herscher  v.  We.Us,  103  111.  App.  418;  Moshomtz  v. 
Hornberger,  38  N.  Y.  S.  114,  15  Misc.  645;  Freedtnan  v.  Gordon, 
4  Colo.  App.  343,  35  P.  879. 

See.  1S4.    That  customer  does  not  own  property  offered,  no 
ground  for  principal's  refusal,  where  he  has  a  contract 
for  the  purchase  of  the  land  to  exchange. 
Although  the  customer  does  not  own  the  fee  of  the  property 
offered  by  him,  this  is  insufiicient  ground  for  the  principal's 
refusal  to  make  the  exchange,  where  the  customer  has  a  con- 
tract  for   the   purchase   of   the   property,   and   is   ready   and 
willing  to  carry  out  the  agreement.     Bauman  v.  Neviris,  65  N. 
Y.  S.  84,  52  App.  Div.  290.     See  also  Sec.  87. 

Sec.  166.    That  land  was  conveyed  to  customer  in  fraud  of 
grantor's  creditors  no  grormd  for  refusal  to  exchange. 

The  fact  that  the  land  was  conveyed  to  the  customer  in  fraud 
of  his  grantor's  creditors,  where  such  grantor  had  an  absolute 
title,  is  no  ground  for  the  principal's  refusal  to  complete  the 
exchange,  where  the  creditors  have  not  impeached  the  con- 
veyance. Mason  v.  Hinds,  19  N.  Y.  S.  996.  In  another  ease  the 
contrary  doctrine  was  sustained.  Moskowitz  v.  Hornberger^  46 
N.  Y.  S.  462.  20  Misc.  558. 

Sec.  1S6.    To  recover  commiasions  for  an  exchange  which  fails 

by  defect  in  customer's  title,  the  broker  must  have  anted 

in  good  faith. 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  a  commission,  where  the  exchai^^e  falls 

through  because  of  a  defect  in  the  customer's  title,  the  broker 
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must  have  acted  in  good  faith.  Games  v.  Howard,  180  Mass. 
569,  63  N.  E.  122;  Roche  v.  Smith,  176  Mass.  595,  58  N.  B.  152; 
Rockwell  V.  Newton,  44  Conn.  333. 

Sec.  157.    Broker  does  not  earn  conunisflions  for  an  exchange 
by  producing  an  irresponsible  customer. 

A  broker  employed  to  carry  out  an  exchange  of  lands  does 
not  earn  his  commissions,  where  he  brings  to  his  employer  a 
person  who  assumes  to  contract  as  owner,  although  he  is  not,  of 
which  fact  the  broker  knows,  and  within  the  few  days  allowed 
for  performance  proves  unable  to  perform  his  contract  and  is 
irresponsible.  Burnham  v.  Upton,  174  Mass.  408,  54  N.  E.  873 ; 
Norman  v.  Reuther,  54  N.  Y.  S.  152,  25  Misc.  161.  See  also 
Sec.  1053b. 

Sec.  158.    Ability  to  make  exchange  does  not  depend  on  finan- 
cial responsibility  but  on  ownership  of  the  property. 

The  broker  must  show  that  the  purchaser  is  able  to  make  the 
exchange,  and  this  ability  is  not  proved  by  the  mere  production 
of  deeds  on  his  part,  without  some  showing  that  he  also  had 
title  to  the  properties  he  was  willing  to  deed.  His  ability  does 
not  depend  upon  general  financial  standing;  but  upoix  his  being 
the  owner  of  the  land  it  was  proposed  to  exchange.  Herscher 
V.  Wells,  103  111.  App.  418. 

Sec.  159.    Formal  contract  to  convey  property  in  exchange 
not  sufficient  prima  facie  evidence  of  title  thereto. 

The  customer's  ability  is  not  proved  by  the  mere  production 
of  deeds  on  his  part,  without  some  showing  that  he  also  had 
title  to  the  property  he  was  willing  to  deed.  Herscher  v.  Wells, 
103  111.  App.  418.    Compare  Sec.  161. 

Sec.  160.    Petition  alleging  failure  to  make  exchange  defective 
in  alleging  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser. 

Where  a  petition  alleges  the  failure  of  defendant  to  make 
an  exchange  of  property  procured  by  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held 
defective  in  alleging  a  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser,  with 
an  implied  contract  to  pay  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services, 
consequently  there  was  no  breach  of  contract  for  which  the 
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defendant  was  liable  in  damages  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  de- 
murrer was  properly  sustained.  Mulhall  v.  Bradley,  etc.,  Co,, 
63  N.  Y.  S.  732,  50  App.  Div.  179. 

Sec.  161.    Deed  of  convejrance  competent  to  prove  excliange. 

The  defendant  having  assented  to  the  terms  of  the  written 
agreement  to  exchange,  the  agreement  and  the  deed  of  con- 
veyance were  competent  evidence  of  the  sale  and  the  considera- 
tion thereof.  Eewitt  v.  Brown,  21  Minn.  163;  Folinsbee  v. 
Sawyer,  157  N.  Y.  196,  51  N.  E.  994 ;  Levy  v.  Coogan,  9  N.  Y.  S. 
534,  16  Daly  137 ;  Cannon  v.  Castleman,  24  Ind.  App.  188,  55 
N.  E.  111.    Compare  Sec.  159. 

Sec.  162.    Participatiiig  without  employment  in  an  ezohaage, 
broker  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

One  participating  without  employment  or  authority  in  a 
transaction  resulting  in  an  exchange  of  property  is  not  entitled 
to  a  commission.  Merrill  v.  Latham,  8  Colo.  App.  263,  45  P. 
524.    See  also  Sec.  17. 

Sec.  163.    One  may  recover  from  party  in  defanlt  in  an  ez^ 
change  the  commissions  paid  to  the  broker. 

Where  an  owner  of  real  estate  has  contracted  to  exchange  it 
for  property  owned  by  another,  whom  a  broker  he  employed 
has  produced,  the  contract  providing  that  the  land  should  be 
conveyed,  by  each  to  the  other  within  twenty  days  by  a  good 
and  sufficient  warranty  deed,  such  owner  may  recover  from 
the  customer  the  amount  of  the  commissions  paid  to  the  broker, 
where  such  customer  is  unable  to  convey  a  good  title  to  his 
property.  Roche  v.  Smith,  176  Mass.  595,  58  N.  E.  152;  Volke 
V.  Fisk  (N.  J.  Ch.  '09),  72  A.  1011. 

Sec.  164.    Where  pieces  of  property  are  given  for  others  and 
the  difTerence  paid  in  cash,  a  sale  and  not  an  exchange. 

A  transaction  by  which  certain  pieces  of  property  are  given 
for  others,  a  definite  price  being  put  on  each,  and  the  difference 
paid  in  cash,  is  a  sale  and  not  an  exchange.  Thornton  v.  Moody 
(Tev.  Civ.  App.  '93),  24  S.  W.  331;  Ullman  v.  Land,  84  S.  W. 
294,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App.  422. 
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Sec.  166.  Broker  making  exchange,  where  principal  made  con- 
tract, not  responsible  for  misrepresentations  made  in  good 
faith. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  employed  to  sell  land  negotiates 
an  exchange  for  other  lands,  his  principal  making  the  contract, 
there  is  no  legal  duty  devolving  upon  the  broker  to  ascertain 
correctly  the  facts  affecting  the  value  of  the  lands  received  in 
exchange,  and  for  misrepresentations  made  to  his  principal  in 
good  faith  concerning  the  same  he  is  not  responsible.  Coe  v. 
Ware,  40  Minn.  404,  42  N.  W.  205.    See  also  Sec.  454. 

Sec.  166.  Error  to  prevent  defendant  showing  that  broker  to 
effect  exchange  was  secretly  employed  by  other  party. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions 
on  an  exchange  of  property  effected  by  him,  it  appearing  that 
plaintiff  was  in  the  employ  of  both  parties  to  the  exchange,  the 
court  erred  in  excluding  the  testimony  of  the  defendant  tend- 
ing to  show  that  it  was  ignorant  of  the  double  employment  of 
plaintiff,  of  which  plaintiff  testified  that  defendant  was  in- 
formed.   Condit  V.  Sill,  18  N.  Y.  S.  97. 

Sec.  167.  Power  to  sell  land  does  not  include  power  to  lease 
or  ezdiange  it. 

A  power  to  sell  land  does  not  include  the  power  to  lease  or 
exchange  it.  Trudo  v.  Anderson^  10  Mich.  357;  Lampkin  v. 
WUsan,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  555;  Reese  v.  Medlock,  27  Texas  120; 
Lucas  V.  County  Bee.  Cass  Co.,  75  Neb.  351,  106  N.  W.  217. 

Sec.  168.  Styling  himself  agent  for  others  in  a  contract  of 
exchange  bound  himself. 

Where  a  person  in  a  contract  for  the  exchange  of  lands  styled 
himself  ** agent  for  others,"  but  without  stipulating  in  their 
names  or  undertaking  to  bind  them  as  their  agent,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  named  as  agent  by  way  of  recital  only,  and  that 
he  was  personally  liable  on  the  contract  and  entitled  to  its 
benefits.  Couch  v.  Ingersoll,  2  Pick.  (Mass.)  292.  See  also 
Sec.  383. 


130  AMERICAN   LAW  REAL  ESTATE   AGENCY. 

Sec.  169.    Exchange  made  by  owner  and  broker  did  nothing, 
latter  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

A  broker  can  not  recover  on  a  contract  fhat  he  should  have 
commissions  for  eflEecting  an  exchange  of  property  with  another, 
where  he  did  nothing  under  the  contract  and  does  not  show  that 
he  was  excused  from  rendering  services  under  his  employment, 
although  the  trade  was  consummated  by  the  owner.  Walton  v. 
McMorrow,  57  N.  Y.  S.  691,  39  App.  Div.  667.  See  also 
Sees.  19,  21. 

8ec.  170.    Where  an  exchange  was  wrongfully  broken  off  by 
principal,  broker  entitled  to  commissions. 

Plaintiff  employed  by  defendant  to  sell  or  trade  certain  land 
for  him  procured  an  agreement  for  a  trade  with  the  owner 
of  other  lands,  but,  before  the  deeds  were  delivered  by  the 
parties,  on  plaintiff's  claiming  commissions  from  agents  of 
defendant,  to  whom  he  had  meantime  ^iven  control  of  all  his 
real  estate,  they  declared  the  trade  **off."  Held,  that  plaintiff 
could  recover  commissions  from  defendant  if  such  exchange 
was  so  broken  off  or  rescinded  by  his  authority.  Blaydos  v. 
Adams,  35  Mo.  App.  526. 

Sec.  171.    Meaning  of  term  "net  rental"  of  property  received 
in  exchange. 

Where  a  contract  between  the  owner  of  property  and  a  broker 
who  undertook  to  bring  about  an  exchange  for  certain  other 
property,  provided  that  such  property  should  have  an  annual 
net  rental  of  a  specified  sum,  it  meant  that  it  should  yield  that 
amount  above  all  liabilities  to  the  owner,  such  as  taxes,  assess- 
ments, etc.  McVicker,  etc.,  Realty  Co.  v.  Oarth,  97  N.  Y.  S. 
640,  111  App.  Div.  294. 

Sec.  172.    Broker  for  compensation  has  no  interest  or  title 
in  either  of  the  properties  exchanged. 

A  broker  bringing  about  an  exchange  of  properties  between 
the  owners  thereof,  pursuant  to  an  agreement  with  one  of  them 
stipulating  that  he  will  pay  to  the  broker  certain  sums  on  the 
signing  of  a  contract,  passing  of  the  title,  and  on  a  sale  of 
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the  acquired  land,  has  no  title  or  interest  in  either  of  the  prop- 
erties. lAndheim  v.  Cen,  Nat.  Be<dty,  etc.,  Co.,  97  N.  Y.  S. 
619,  111  App.  Div.  275;  Mitschen  v.  Swensen  (Or.  Sup.  '09), 
99  P.  277.    See  Sec.  16. 

Sec.  173.    Mere  offer  by  other  party  to  pay  broker  does  not 
show  employment  where  broker  did  not  accept. 

A  statement  by  one  party  to  an  exchange  of  real  estate  that 
he  had  offered  to  pay  the  broker  employed  by  the  other  party  a 
commission  does  not  show  that  the  broker  accepted  employment 
by  both  parties,  where  he  admits  the  offer,  but  states  that  he 
did  not  accept  it.  Lebowitz  v.  Colligan,  45  N.  Y.  S.  373,  18 
App.  Div.  624.  '  See  Sec.  72. 

Sec.  174.    Agreement  by  broker   to  wait  for  payment   of 
accrued  commissions  unsupported  by  a  consideration. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  on  an 
exchange  of  property  effected  by  him,  whether  a  written  agree- 
ment by  plaintiff  to  wait  for  his  commissions  until  title  closed, 
was  signed  before  or  after  the  signing  of  the  contract  of  ex- 
change was  immaterial,  where  all  the  terms  of  the  written 
contract  of  exchange  were  fully  agreed  on,  on  the  preceding 
day,  the  subsequent  agreement  to  wait  for  the  accrued  commis- 
sions being  unsupported  by  a  consideration.  Hough  v.  Bald- 
win, 99  N.  Y.  S.  545,  50  Misc.  546.    See  also  Sec.  19. 

Sec.  176.    Broker  effecting  exchange  entitled  to  commissions 
although  terms  were  changed  by  the  parties. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  premises  at  a 
specified  price,  part  cash,  and  the  balance  secured  by  mort- 
gage, procured  a  third  person  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  the 
husband  of  the  owner  for  an  exchange  of  the  premises  for 
other  property;  the  owner  conveyed  the  premises  to  the  pur- 
chaser pursuant  to  the  arrangement.  Held,  that  the  broker  was 
entitled  to  his  commission,  though  the  transfer  was  made  on 
other  terms  than  those  originally  proposed,  and  though  the  con- 
veyance was  executed  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  fixed  to 
procure  a  purchaser.     Southtoick  v.  Swavienzki,  99  N.  Y.  S. 
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1079,  114  App.  Div.  681 ;  Beid  v.  McNirney,  128  Iowa  350,  103 
N.  W.  1001 ;  Shanks  v.  Michael,  4  Cal.  App.  553,  88  P.  596. 

Sec.  176.    Contract  for  effecting  exchanges  held  to  be  severable. 

Evidence  was  held  conclusive  that  a  contract  by  which  ap- 
pellant agreed  to  pay  respondent  a  commission  of  one  dollar 
per  acre  for  procuring  contemplated  exchanges  of  real  estate, 
was  not  an  entire  but  a  severable  contract;  the  respondent  was 
entitled  to  his  commissions  upon  effecting  one  of  the  contem- 
plated trades,  and  the  court  did  not  err  in  so  instructing  the 
jury.  Ooodspeed  v.  MUler,  98  Minn.  457,  108  N.  W.  817.  See 
also  Sec.  496.     Compare  Sec.  493.    Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  634. 

Sec.  177.    Exchange  defeated  by  existence  of  lease  broker  not 
entitled  to  commissions. 

Plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  secured  a  customer  to  take 
defendant's  premises  in  exchange  for  his  own,  and  to  pay 
defendant  for  the  difference  in  the  value  of  the  equities;  no 
time  was  stipulated  as  to  when  the  exchange  should  take  effect, 
and  a  tenant  in  defendant's  premises  refused  to  vacate  without 
the  statutory  ninety  days'  notice,  and  defendant  refused  to 
perform  unless  the  purchaser  would  take  subject  to  the  lease; 
this  the  latter  refused  to  do,  and  the  transaction  was  not  con- 
summated. Held,  that  since  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  existence 
of  the  lease,  he  had  not  perfected  a  contract  for  exchange  so  as 
to  be  entitled  to  the  commissions.  Mainhart  v.  Paerschke,  65 
N.  Y.  S.  494,  32  Misc.  97 ;  Low  v.  Woodbury,  95  N.  Y.  S.  336, 
107  App.  Div.  298. 

Seo.  178.    Interfering  broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  for 
effecting  an  exchange. 

A  letter  containing  an  offer  for  certain  real  estate  was  sent 
to  the  supposed  owner  thereof,  who  turned  it  over  to  a  broker; 
the  latter  forwarded  it  to  the  real  owner,  with  a  letter  sug- 
gesting that  said  one  was  the  agent  of  the  one  making  the 
offer.  Held,  that  the  broker  was  entitled  to  no  commissions 
on  an  exchange  subsequently  effected  as  a  result  of  the  negotia- 
tions. Hamilton  v.  GUlander,  49  N.  Y.  S,  663,  26  App.  Div. 
156 ;  Shapiro  v.  Shapiro,  103  N.  Y.  S.  305,  117  App.  Div.  817. 
See  Sec.  70. 
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Sec.  179.    Exchange  defeated  by  failure  to  furnish  abstract  of 
title,  broker  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

Plaintiff,  employed  by  defendant  to  find  a  purchaser  for  a 
stock  of  goods,  found  a  person  who  was  willing  to  buy,  if  real 
estate  which  he  had  was  accepted  in  payment ;  defendant  made  a 
written  proposition  in  which  he  agreed  to  accept  such  real  estate 
in  part  payment,  provided  the  purchaser,  among  other  things, 
furnished  an  abstract  showing  title  in  him;  the  purchaser  ac- 
cepted the  offer,  but  failed  to  furnish  an  abstract.  Held,  that 
the  acceptance  was  not  such  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  his 
commissions  as  having  found  a  purchaser  able  and  willing  to 
buy  on  the  terms  proposed.  Marple  v.  Ives,  111  Iowa  602,  82 
N.  W.  1017.    See  also  Sec.  556. 

Sec.  180.    Purchaser  able  to  give  title  to  proper^  offered  in 
exchange,  broker  entitled  to  commissions. 

A  broker  procuring  a  purchaser  able  to  give  title  to  the 
property  agreed  on  to  be  conveyed  by  him  as  part  of  the  trade, 
on  the  day  fixed  to  carry  out  the  trade,  is  entitled  to  his  com- 
missions, though,  at  the  time  the  trade  was  arranged,  the  pur- 
chaser did  not  have  title  thereto.  Ravenscroft  v.  Chesmore 
(Iowa  Sup.  '06),  108  N.  W.  465.    See  also  Sec.  87. 

Sec.  181.    Mistake  in  description  defeated  broker's  right  to 
commissions  for  effecting  an  exchange. 

Defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission  for  finding  a 
purchaser  with  whom  he  could  exchange  his  stock  of  goods  for 
land,  and  the  plaintiff  secured  a  contract  with  P.  to  exchange 
a  certain  tract  of  land  for  defendant's  stock  of  goods,  but  by  a 
mistake  of  P.,  the  land  described  in  the  contract  was  not  owned 
by  him;  it  did  not  appear  that  defendant  was  aware  of  the 
mistake.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  commission. 
Snyder  v.  Fidler,  135  Iowa  304,  112  N.  W.  546 ;  Hensel  v.  Witt, 
134  Wis.  55,  113  N.  W.  1093.    See  also  Sees.  59,  476. 

Sec.  182.    Failure  of  conditional  agreement  in  contract  of  ex- 
change defeated  broker's  right  to  commissions. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  and  the  parties  to  the  proposed 
exchange  of  properties  understood  that  the  agreement  for  ex- 
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Sec.  186.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  on  effecting  binding 
contract  for  an  exchange. 

Where  defendant,  through  an  offer  by  plaintiff,  after  exami- 
nation of  a  parcel  of  land,  executed  a  contract  with  its  owner 
to  exchange  his  realty  for  such  parcel,  but  afterwards  refused 
to  execute  a  deed,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  his  agreed  commis- 
sions, in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  it  was  dependent  upon 
the  execution  of  the  executory  contract.  Brown  v.  Grossman, 
65  N.  Y.  S.  1126,  53  App.  Div.  640.    See  Sees.  150,  188. 

Sec.  187.    Broker  barred  commissions  on  failure  of  exchange 
on  account  of  encroachments. 

Where  defendant  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  exchange  of 
real  estate,  provided  that  if  the  other  party  to  the  agreement 
rejected  the  title  on  the  ground  of  bay-window  and  stoop-ledge 
encroachments,  the  deposit  paid  by  each  party  should  be  re- 
turned in  full  of  all  claims,  of  which  provision  plaintiff,  a 
broker  employed  by  defendant,  knew,  plaintiff  was  not  enti- 
tled to  the  commission  on  the  rejection  of  defendant's  title 
because  of  such  encroachments.  Hough  v.  Baldwin,  99  N.  Y.  S. 
645,  50  Misc.  546. 

Sec.  188.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  on  producing  one 
willing  to  exchange. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  or  one 
willing  to  exchange  property,  his  contract  was  performed  when 
he  procured  a  purchaser  able  and  willing  to  purchase  or  ex- 
change, and  the  fact  that  he  made  any  material  misrepresenta- 
tions as  to  the  property  exchanged  for  his  clients,  was  no  bar 
to  his  recovery  of  his  commissions.  Nichols  v.  Whitacre,  112 
Mo.  App.  692,  87  S.  W.  594.  See  also  Sees.  150,  186.  Shepherd- 
Teague  Co,  v.  Herman  (Cal.  App.  10),  107  P.  622. 

Sec.  189.    Proof  necessary  for  broker  to  recover  commissions 
on  failure  to  consummate  exchange. 

An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  his 
land  on  specified  terms;  the  broker  produced  a  third  person 
who  offered  to  buy  and  to  convey  certain  lands  in  exchange 
therefor,  and  to  pay  a  specified  sum  in  addition.     Held,  that 


186  AMERICAN  LAW  REAL  ESTATE  AGEKGT. 

the  broker,  in  order  to  recover  his  commissions,  may  prove 
that  the  owner  and  the  third  person  reached  an  agreement,  and 
that  the  third  person  had  title  to,  or  was  authorized  to  convey 
the  land  offered  in  exchange,  and  that  he  was  financially  able 
to  respond  in  damages  on  the  failure  of  title.  Bldckledge  v. 
Davis,  129  Iowa  591,  105  N.  W.  1000.  Compare  Herscher  v. 
Wills,  103  IlL  App.  418. 

Sec.  190.    Execution  of  contract  to  convey  prima  facie  evi- 
dence  of  title  thereto. 

Proof  that  a  party  has  executed  a  formal  contract  to  convey 
certain  property  in  exchange  for  other  property  is  sufficient 
prima  facie  evidence  of  his  title  thereto,  in  an  action  by  a 
broker  for  commissions  on  effecting  an  exchange.  Muscowitz  v. 
Hornberger,  46  N.  Y.  S.  462,  20  Misc.  558.  Compare  Herscher 
V.  Wills,  103  111.  App.  418. 

Sec.  191.    Broker  earns  commissions  when  both  parties  agree 
on  the  terms  of  an  exchange. 

A  broker  employed  to  secure  an  exchange  of  land  for  a  stock 
of  merchandise  earns  his  commissions,  when  the  owner  of  the 
stock  and  the  owner  of  the  land  procured  by  the  broker  agree 
on  the  terms  of  exchange,  the  owner  of  the  stock  having  the 
right  to  reject  the  proposition  for  exchange,  if  acting  in  good 
faith.    Davidson  v.  Wills  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '06),  96  S.  W.  634. 

Sec.  192.    Broker's  right  to  commissionB  not  affected  by  failure 
of  one  party  to  perform  contract  of  exchange. 

A  broker's  right  to  commissions  for  procuring  the  execution 
of  a  contract  for  an  exchange  of  property  being  absolute,  when 
the  written  contract  of  exchange  was  entered  into,  was  not 
affected  by  the  non-completion  of  the  contract  caused  by 
the  inability  or  unwillingness  of  one  of  the  parties  to  perform. 
Tieck  V.  McKenno,  101  N.  Y.  S.  317,  115  App.  Div.  701.  See 
also  Sees.  458,  460,  464. 

Sec.  193.    Failure  to  secure  transfers  by  parties  to  exchange 
defeated  broker's  right  to  commissions. 
An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 
described  real  estate  for  a  specified  sum  at  a  stated  commis- 
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sion;  the  broker  procured  a  third  person  to  make  an  offer 
which  the  owner  accepted,  and  the  two  entered  into  a  contract 
for  an  exchange  of  property;  the  broker  testified  that  the 
owner  stated  that  if  he  could  get  a  third  person  to  agree  to 
give  a  specified  number  of  lots  and  a  mortgage  back  of  a 
specified  sum  the  owner  would  pay  a  specified  sum  for  com- 
missions; the  agreement  for  the  exchange  was  not  carried  out 
because  of  a  defect  in  the  title  of  the  third  person,  which  the 
broker  attempted  to  cure.  Held,  that  the  broker  was  not  enti- 
tled to  commissions,  none  being  earned  unless  a  transfer  was 
made.  Keating  v.  Haley,  147  Mich.  279,  110  N.  W.  943;  13 
D.  L.  N.  1035.    See  also  Sees.  119,  224,  272,  449. 

Sec.  194.  Value  of  land  exchanged  shown  to  enable  jury  to 
determine  whether  commission  earned  and  how  much. 
Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  the  evidence 
showed  that  he  was  to  receive  $2  per  acre  from  the  owner,  if 
he  received  for  his  land  $16  per  acre,  or  the  amount  per  acre 
in  excess  of  $14,  in  case  the  owner  did  not  receive  $16;  that 
the  owner  exchanged  his  land  for  other  land,  and  that  the  con- 
tract for  the  exchange  fixed  the  price  of  the  owner's  land  at 
$16  per  acre  and  the  land  received  at  $45  per  acre,  the  owner 
could  show  the  value  of  the  land  received  in  exchange  to  enable 
the  jury  to  determine  whether  or  not  he  had  received  more 
than  $14  per  acre  for  his  land.  Steers  v.  Oingery  (S.  D.  W), 
110  N.  W.  774.    See  also  Sec.  1076. 

Sec.  195.  Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  effecting 
an  exchange  where  party  does  not  show  good  faith. 
A  contract  of  exchange  negotiated  by  a  broker  incompletely 
executed  by  the  broker's  principals,  does  not  show  willingness 
to  perform  by  the  alleged  purchaser,  where  the  form  of  the 
contract  and  the  whole  of  the  signatures  thereto  shew  that  some 
of  the  conditions  upon  which  the  purchaser  insisted  could  not 
be  complied  with.  Schulte  v.  Meehan,  133  111.  App.  491 ;  Mann 
V.  Griswold,  112  N.  Y.  S.  271,  59  Misc.  239. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

LEASES. 

Sec.  196.    Value  of  services  of  broker  in  negotiating  leases. 

The  value  of  the  services  of  a  real  estate  broker  for  negoti- 
ating a  lease  can  not  be  measured  by  the  value  of  the  fee, 
regardless  of  the  terms  of  the  lease.  Daube  v.  Nessler,  50  111. 
App.  166;  Orosscup  v.  Downey,  105  Md.  273,  65  A.  930.  He 
is  entitled,  in  the  absence  of  a  special  contract  therefor,  to  a 
reasonable  compensation,  and  this  is  usually  based  on  the  amount 
of  rental.  Schultz  v.  Ooldman,  7  Ari.  279,  64  P.  425 ;  Hull  v. 
Cardwell,  2  N.  Y.  City  Ct.  76. 

Sec.  197.    Lessor  can  not  arbitrarily  refuse  to  accept  lease  and 
defeat  broker's  right  to  commissions. 

Under  an  agreement  to  pay  commissions  for  negotiating  a 
**  satisfactory  lease,  *'  the  lessor  can  not  arbitrarily  refuse  to 
accept  a  lease  negotiated  and  thereby  defeat  a  claim  for  com- 
missions. Mullaly  V.  Greenwood,  127  Mo.  138,  29  S.  W.  1001; 
See  also  Sees.  374,  454. 

Sec.  198.    Broker  to  sell,  securing  one  .willing  to  lease,  not 
entitled  to  commissions. 

An  agreement  to  pay  a  commission  to  a  real  estate  agent  if 
he  should  find  a  purchaser  for  certain  real  estate  does  not 
entitle  him  to  recover  when  he  only  finds  a  person  who  is 
willing  to  take  a  lease  for  ten  years  with  the  privilege  of  pur- 
chase, the  venders  being  executors  and  not  authorized  by  the 
will  to  lease  the  property.  Wooley  v.  Schwall,  5  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
76,  3  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  39. 

Sec.  199.    Option  at  specified  rental  not  exercised  by  taking 
lease  at  a  lower  rental. 
An  option  to  take  a  lease  at  a  specified  rental  is  not  exer- 
cised by  securing  a  lease  at  a  lower  rental.     Curtis  v.  Nixon, 
24  L.  T.  R.  (Eng.),  N.  S.  706.    See  also  Sec.  101. 
138 
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Sec.  200.    Lease,  with  privilege  of  pnrchase,  held  equivalent 
to  a  sale. 

A  contract  which  ran  for  one  year,  provided  that  if  plaintiff, 
a  real  estate  broker,  effected  a  sale  of  defendant's  property, 
he  was  to  receive  a  certain  commission,  and  in  case  a  sale  was 
made  without  his  aid,  or  the  property  was  withdrawn  from 
sale,  one-half  such  commission.  Held,  that  a  lease  by  defendant 
for  five  years,  with  the  exclusive  privilege  to  the  lessee  of  pur- 
chasing at  a  fixed  price,  at  any  time  before  the  expiration  of 
the  lease,  was  a  sale  within  the  meaning  of  the  contract  entitling 
plaintiff  to  one-half  the  commissions.  Rucker  v.  Hally  105  Cal. 
425,  38  P.  962. 

Sec.  201.    Charge  properly  refused  which  implied  no  leases 
were  made  without  a  broker. 

In  an  action  to  recover  brokerage  for  effecting  a  lease  of  real 
property,  plaintiff  did  not  allege  that  he  had  been  employed  by 
defendant,  but  alleged  that  defendant  accepted  plaintiff's  serv- 
ices, with  knowledge  that  they  had  been  rendered.  Held,  that 
it  was  proper  to  refuse  plaintiff's  request  to  charge  that,  while 
the  owner  was  entitled  to  know  that  the  broker  had  been  instru- 
mental in  sending  the  tenant,  yet,  when  he  knows  that  the 
tenant  has  received  information  of  his  intention  to  let,  and  his 
price,  the  owner  is  bound  to  inquire  where  the  tenant  got  the 
information,  as  such  instruction  pre-supposes  that  leases  are 
never  made  without  the  intervention  of  brokers,  and  that  no 
information  coUld  be  received  as  to  what  property  was  to  be  let 
except  through  brokers.  Tinkham  v.  Knox,  21  N.  Y.  S.  954, 
2  Misc.  579. 

Sec.  202.    Power  to  sell  does  not  include  power  to  lease. 

A  power  to  sell  land  does  not  include  the  power  to  lease  or 
exchange  it.  Trudo  v.  Anderson,  10  Mich.  358;  Lampkin  v. 
Wilson,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  555;  Reese  v.  Medlock,  27  Texas  120. 

Sec.  203.    Agent  of  lessee  secretly  securing  new  term  to  him- 
self holds  as  trustee. 

A  confidential  agent  of  the  lessee,  before  the  lease  expired, 
secretly  procured  a  lease  for  a  i^ew  term  to  himself,  at  a  larger 
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rent,  denying  to  the  principal  that  he  wag  competing  for  the 
lease.  Held,  that  the  agent  must  hold  the  lease  as  trustee  for 
the  principal.  Davis,  v.  Hamlin,  108  111.  39 ;  Oower  v.  Andrew, 
59  Cal.  119. 

Sec.  204.  Broker  entitled  to  commissions  for  flnding-  a  respon- 
sible lessee  on  prescribed  terms. 
To  entitle  a  broker  to  commissioos  for  finding  a  lessee,  he 
must  procure  a  customer  able,  ready  and  willing  to  take  the 
premises  on  the  termB  proposed  by  the  principal.  Clark  v.  Day- 
ton, 87  Minn.  454,  92  N.  W.  327. 

Sec.  204a.    To  earn  commissions  for  procnring  tenant  broker 

must  n^^otiate  a  lease  which  the  principal  can  perform. 

To  entitle  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  tenant  for  real 

estate  to  commissions,  he  must  negotiate  an  agreement  for  a 
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is  not  entitled  to  a  commission  for  the  whole  life  of  the  lease, 
but  only  to  commissions  for  collecting  the  rent  while  employed 
for  that  purpose  by  the  owners.  Lucas  v.  Jackson,  140  Pa.  St. 
122,  21  A.  310.    See  also  Sec.  212.    Compare  Sec.  456. 

Sec.  208.    Broker  for  tenant  has  no  claim  on  lessor  for  com- 
missiona. 

A  real  estate  broker  who,  at  the  inception  of  negotiations 
for  a  lease,  and  during  their  continuance,  represented  the  tenant 
and  not  the  lessor,  has  no  claim  on  the  latter  for  commissions. 
Blake  v.  Stump,  73  Md.  60,  20  A.  788,  10  L.  R.  A.  103 ;  Winter 
V.  Cary,  127  Mo.  App.  601,  106  S.  W.  539 ;  Callaway  v.  Equit. 
Trust  Co.  67  N.  J.  L.  44,  50  A.  900 ;  Carman  v.  Beach,  63  N.  Y. 
97 ;  Haynes  v.  Fraser,  78  N.  Y.  S.  794,  76  App.  Div.  627 ;  Curry 
V.  Terry,  69  N.  Y.  S.  932,  34  Misc.  797;  Carroll  v.  O'Shea,  18 
N.  Y.  S.  146,  42  N.  Y.  St.  R.  671 ;  Bichtberg  v.  Carlton,  108 
N.  Y.  S.  1067,  58  Misc.  186;  Wireman's  Est.,  7  Pa.  Dist.  759, 
4  Weekly  Notes  Cas.  334.    See  also  Sec.  25. 

See.  209.    Broker  to  procure  a  lessee  not  entitled  to  com- 
mission for  procuring  a  mere  option. 

A  real  estate  agent  employed  to  lease  property  procured  a 
proposed  lessee  to  sign  a  paper  reciting  the  payment  of  money 
on  account  of  a  deposit  to  be  paid  on  the  signing  of  a  proposed 
lease,  but  such  writing  did  not  contain  any  promise  to  take  a 
lease,  nor  were  any  terms  specified.  Held,  that  there  was  no 
lease,  nor  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  and  therefore  the  agent 
was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Fusco  v.  Bullowa,  40  N.  Y.  S. 
676;  17  Misc.  573,  75  N.  Y.  St.  80 ;  Benedict  v.  Pincus,  95  N.  Y. 
S.  1042,  109  App.  Div.  20;  Law  &  Bradford  v.  Schmidt,  80 
O.  St.  108,  88  N.  B.  319 ;  Bice  v.  Neuman,  115  N.  Y.  S.  83. 

Sec.  210.  In  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  owner  can 
show  previous  lease  to  another. 
Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  alleged  to 
have  been  earned  in  procuring  a  tenant  for  defendant's  prop- 
erty, there  was  no  showing  as  to  the  character  or  business  of 
the  tenant  claimed  to  have  been  procured,  or  any  other  fact 
tending  to  show  that  he  was  a  satisfactory  tenant,  or  that  the 
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lease  presented  to  defendant  for  signature  was  satisfactory  to 
Jiim ;  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  show  performance  of  serv- 
ice by  plaintiff  for  which  defendant  was  liable,  or  to  show  that 
defendant  had  no  right  to  lease  the  premises  to  another  before 
the  lease  to  the  tenant  procured  by  plaintiff  was  presented  for 
signature.    Peseta  v.  Haims,  99  N.  Y.  S.  421,  50  Misc.  550. 

Sec.  211.    Broker  bound  by  flrrt  claim  for  oommissioiui  for 
lease  and  can  not  increase  amount. 

Where  the  plaintiff  testified  that  he  told  defendant  what  the 
commission  would  be  for  a  lease  of  his  property,  but  was  silent 
as  to  what  the  commission  was,  and  the  defendant  said  that  the 
first  claim  plaintiff  made  was  $350,  plaintiff  can  not  recover  a 
larger  amount.  Duncan  v.  Borden,  13  Colo.  App.  481,  59  P. 
60.    See  also  Sec.  572. 

Bee.  212.    Broker  securinfif  lease  for  five  years,  and  sale  at 
second  year,  loses  commissions  for  three  years. 

Where  plaintiff  procured  a  tenant  for  defendant  for  a  term 
of  five  years,  the  lease  providing  that  if  the  property  was 
sold,  it  should  be  ended,  and  the  property  was  sold,  at  the  end 
of  the  second  year,  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  commissions 
for  the  remaining  three  years  of  the  lease  as  on  an  implied 
contract,  although  the  sale  was  made  to  the  tenant's  wife,  and 
the  lease  gave  the  tenant  an  option  of  purchase.  Hears  v. 
Jones,  102  Me.  485,  67  A.  555.    See  also  Sees.  207,  456. 

Sec.  213.    Where  lease  forbade  sub-letting,  oral  assent  of  agent 
therefor  unavailing. 

Where  a  written  lease  forbids  sub-letting,  the  oral  assent  of 
the  landlord's  agent  to  such  sub-letting,  without  any  new  con- 
sideration with  the  landlord  is  unavailing.  Spota  v.  Hayes,  73 
N.  Y.  S.  959,  36  Misc.  532.    See  Sec.  409. 

Sec.  214.    Lease  by  owner  after  broker's  contract  ended  de- 
{irives  him  of  commissions. 

Defendant,  the  owner  of  a  building,  informed  plaintiff,  a  real 
estate  broker,  that  he  desired  a  tenant,  and  stated  that  plaintiff 
should  bring  him  an  offer,  if  plaintiff  could  get  one;  plaintiff 
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then  presented  the  question  to  a  third  person,  who  made  two 
written  offers  to  defendant,  both  of  which  were  declined,  after 
which  the  one  making  the  offer  told  plaintiff  that  the  matter 
was  ended ;  but  several  weeks  after  such  offers  had  been  declined 
the  one  who  had  made  them  entered  into  negotiations  with 
defendant,  which  resulted  in  the  making  of  a  lease.  Held,  that 
in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  of  bad  faith  to  defeat  the  rights 
of  plaintiff  to  a  commission,  the  facts  did  not  show  him  entitled 
to  the  same.  Arnold  v.  Woollacott,  4  Cal.  App.  500,  88  P.  504. 
See  also,  Continuity  Broken,  Sec.  447. 

See.  215.    Broker  bringing  about  the  sale  of  a  lease  entitled 
to  oommissions. 

One  employed  by  the  owner  of  a  lease  to  negotiate  a  sale 
thereof,  who  begins  negotiations  which  finally  result  in  a  sale 
as  authorized,  may  recover  compensation  accordingly.  North- 
rupp  V.  Diggs,  128  Mo.  App.  217,  106  S.  W.  1123.  See  also 
Sec.  446. 

Sec.  216.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  where  sale  of 
lease  frustrated  by  lessor's  refusal  to  assign. 

Where  plaintiffs  were  employed  to  sell  a  dairy  on  certain 
terms  and  obtained  a  purchaser  conditioned  that  the  vendor's 
lessors  would  consent  to  assign  their  lease,  and  the  landlords 
refused  so  to  do,  wherefore  the  sale  was  not  made,  they  were 
not  entitled  to  their  commissions.  Ward  v.  Kennedy,  101  N.  Y. 
S.  524,  51  Misc.  422;  McCurry  v.  Hawkins,  103  S.  W.  600;  83 
Ark.  242.    See  also  Sec.  45. 

Sec.  216a.    Broker  held  not  entitled  to  commissions  where 
plaintiff  refused  to  make  lease. 

A  real  estate  broker  said  to  one  of  defendant's  officers  that 
he  could  rent  defendant's  building  for  a  theater,  provided  de- 
fendant would  make  certain  changes.  Several  interviews  fol- 
lowed, and  plans  of  the  desired  changes  were  submitted  by 
architects.  The  rent  was  practically  agreed  upon,  and  defendant 
also  agreed  to  pay  as  commissions  not  more  than  $3,000,  nor 
less  than  $2,500,  '' depending  upon  the  terms  and  conditions 
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obtained  a  lease  on  premises  owned  in  part  by  infants,  the 
youngest  of  whom  would  be  of  age  in  six  years;  the  principal 
refused  to  accept  the  lease.  Held,  that  the  broker  was  not  enti- 
tled to  his  commissions,  since  the  guardian  of  the  infants  could 
make  a  lease  good  only  during  the  infants'  minority,  and 
hence  the  broker  has  not  found  a  person  ''able"  to  enter  into 
the  contract  which  he  was  authorized  to  negotiate.  Folsam  v. 
Hesse,  53  N.  Y.  S.  97,  24  Misc.  713. 


Sec.  221.    Lessor's  rights  under  a  receipt  not  affected  by  secret 
understanding  of  broker  with  tenant. 

Where  lessors  were  induced  to  execute  a  lease  to  a  tenant 
procured  by  the  lessor's  broker,  on  receiving  the  broker's  re- 
ceipt for  his  commissions  from  the  tenant,  any  agreement  be- 
tween the  broker  and  the  tenant  as  to  the  use  of  the  receipt, 
made  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  lessors,  would 
not  affect  their  rights  under  the  receipt.  Davis  v.  True,  85 
N.  Y.  S.  843,  89  App.  Div.  319. 


CHAPTER  V. 

LOANS  ON  KEAL  ESTATE. 

Sec.  222.    One  emplojring  a  broker  to  obtain  a  loan,  without 
disclosing  the  owner  of  the  land,  liable  for  commissioni. 

One  who  procures  a  real  estate  broker  to  obtain  a  loan  on 
land,  without  disclofiing  the  name  of  the  owner  of  the  land  for 
whom  the  loan  is  intended,  makes  himaelf  liable  for  the  value 
of  the  broker's  services.  Bacon  v.  Rupert,  39  Minn.  512,  40 
N.  W.  832.    See  also  Sec.  398. 

Sec.  223.  Broker  to  be  paid  commissions  ^m  proceeds,  not 
entitled  thereto  where  loan  is  refused  for  bad  title. 
Under  a  complaint  alleging  that  plaintiff  was  employed  by 
defendant  to  procure  a  loan  on  real  estate,  for  which  defendant 
promised  to  pay  a  certain  sum  on  performance,  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  on  proof  that  he  obtained  a  person 
willing  to  make  the  loan,  but  refused  to  do  so,  because  of  defects 
in  the  defendant's  title  to  the  property  which  was  to  be  mort- 
gaged to  secure  the  loan.  Hess  v.  Eggers,  78  N.  Y.  S.  1119, 
38  Mise.  726 ;  Stone  v.  Goodstein,  97  N.  T.  S.  1035,  49  Miac. 
482.  Contra,  Puhel  v.  WUson,  2  N.  Y.  S.  47,  49  Hun,  220. 
See  also  Sec.  570. 

Sec.  224.  Broker  does  not  earn  commissions  wbwe  lender 
refuses  to  consummate  loan. 
A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  loan  does  not  earn  his  com- 
mission by  merely  securing  a  lender  who  offers  to  make  the 
loan,  but  who,  after  acceptance  by  the  borrower,  refuses  to 
consummate  the  transaction.  Ashfield  v.  Case,  87  N.  T.  S, 
649,  93  App.  Div.  452;  Banesley  v.  Bagley,  109  Ga.  346,  34 
S.  E.  584;  Murry  v.  East  End  Imp.  Co.,  22  Ky.  L.  R.  147, 
60    S.    W.    648  J   Marmaduke   v.    MaHin,   90   Mo.    App.    629; 
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Crasto  V.  White,  5  N.  Y.  S.  718,  52  Hun,  473 ;  Finck  v.  Menke, 
67  N.  Y.  S.  954,  33  Misc.  769 ;  Duckworth  v.  Rogers,  95  N.  Y. 
S.  1089,  109  App.  Div.  168,    See  Sees.  119,  193,  2i2,  449,  556. 

Sec.  226.    Broker  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  securing 
conditional  loan  defeated  by  defect  in  title. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  loan  on  real  estate  is  not 
entitled  to  compensation  merely  because  a  lender  was  found 
who  agreed  to  make  the  loauf  ''subject  to  conditions,  title, 
etc.,  being  found  ultimately  satisfactory,"  but  who  declined 
to  make  the  loan  after  an  examination  of  defendant's  title  to 
the  real  estate.  Chambers  v.  Ackley,  91  N.  Y.  S.  78;  Oatling 
V.  Central  Spar  Verein,  73  N.  Y.  S.  496,  67  App.  D.  50.  See 
also  Sec.  534. 

Sec.  226a.    Procuring  agreement  to  make  loan  insufficient. 

Procuring  an  agreement  to  make  a  loan  is  not  the  same  as 
procuring  a  loan.    Rosenthal  v.  Ounn,  119  N.  Y.  S.  165. 

Sec.  226.    Broker  to  recover  compensation  for  loan  must  show 
on  same  terms  as  to  payment,  interest,  etc. 

In  an  action  to  recover  upon  an  agreement  by  defendant  to 
pay  a  specified  compensation,  when  notified  of  the  accept- 
ance of  an  application  for  a  loan  addressed  to  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  to  undertake  to  procure  the  loan,  it  was  held  that 
although  the  evidence  showed  the  acceptance  by  a  'corporation 
of  an  application  made  to  it  by  the  plaintiff  for  a  loan,  it  was 
insufficient  to  sustain  a  recovery,  because  it  did  not  show  that 
the  application  made  to  the  corporation  and  accepted  by  it 
embraced  the  same  terms,  as  to  rate  of  interest  and  time,  as 
had  been  specified  in  the  application  of  the  defendant.  Peet 
V.  Sherwood,  47  Minn.  347,  50  N.  W.  929;  IlHngsworth  v. 
Slosson,  19  111.  App.  612;  Kronenberger  v.  Teshemacher,  101 
N.  Y.  S.  764,  52  Misc.  130. 

Sec.  226a.    Defendant  held  liable  to  broker  for  commissions 
for  procuring  loan. 

Defendant's  real  property  was  heavily  incumbered  with 
back  taxes.  Under  an  act  of  the  Legislature  she  could  by 
paying  them  off  by  a  given  date,  gain  a  rebate  of  interest. 
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To  accomplish  this  end,  and  after  estimating  the  amount  re- 
quired, she  employed  plaintiflf  to  procure  a  loan  on  bond  and 
mortgage  **for  $70,000  or  $80,000,"  his  commission  to  be  five 
per  cent.,  and  later  the  amount  was  raised  to  $85,000.  Plain- 
tiflf agreed  to  procure  it  in  time  for  a  compliance  with  the 
act.  Defendant  assumed  the  expense  of  ** procuring  tax  bilk.'' 
Plaintiflf  in  due  time  found  a  lender  ready,  able  and  willing 
to  furnish  $85,000.  Held,  that  the  agreement  imposed  no  ob- 
ligation upon  either  plaintiflf  or  the  proposed  lender  to  obtain 
searches  and  estimates  showing  the  exact  amount  of  the  taxes, 
and  that  the  failure  to  do  so  did  not  relieve  defendant  from 
her  liability  for  plaintiflf 's  commissions.  Scott  v.  Woolsey,  47 
N.  Y.  S.  320,  20  App.Div.  541. 

Sec.  227.    On  question  of  compensation  for  loan,  fonner  agree- 
ment as  to  value  of  services  ignored. 

The  fact  that  at  one  time  there  had  been  an  agreement  be- 
tween certain  persons  as  to  the  compensation  to  be  paid  for 
services  in  procuring  a  loan  is  not,  where  the  agreement  has 
been  abandoned,  entitled  to  any  consideration  in  an  action  to 
determine  the  reasonable  value  of  such  services.  Carruthers 
V.  Towne,  86  Iowa  318,  53  N.  W.  240. 

Sec.  228.    Reasonable  value  of  broker's  services  in  procuring 
loan  may  be  shown  by  testimony  of  experts. 

Where  loan  brokers  are  employed  to  secure  a  loan,  and  dif- 
ferent propositions  as  to  compensation  are  made,  and  no  pro- 
posal as  to  compensation  applies  perfectly,  and  the  parties 
separate  expressing  themselves  merely  as  ¥rilling  to  do  what 
is  right  in  the  matter,  evidence  as  to  the  reasonable  value  of 
the  services  rendered  is,  in  view  of  the  uncertainty  of  any 
agreement  for  specific  compensation,  properly  admitted;  the 
reasonable  value  of  the  services  required  to  procure  a  certain 
loan  may  be  sho¥m  by  the  testimony  of  persons  experienced 
in  making  loans.    Id. 

Sec.  229.    Broker  liable  for  loss  when  loan  made  upon  in- 
sufficient security. 
A  loan  broker  is  liable  to  the  lender  on  real  estate  for  the 
loss  of  a  loan  negotiated  by  the  broker  upon  a  mortgage  which 
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proved  insufiScient  security  in  consequence  of  prior  incum- 
brances, where  the  broker  agreed  to  loan  the  money  only  on 
first  mortgage  security  on  real  estate  worth  double  the  sum 
loaned,  notwithstanding  the  property  may  have  been,  in  fact, 
of  double  the  value  of  all  the  incumbrances  thereon.  Shipherd 
V.  Field,  70  111.  438;  Nicolai  v.  Lyon,  8  Ore.  56;  Tumhull  v. 
Gadsden,  2  Strob.  (Eq.)  (S.  C.)  14;  Rubens  v.  Herd,  121  Cal. 

17,  53  P.  432.    See  Sees.  346,  350,  403. 

# 

Sec.  230.    A  loan  broker  is  bound  to  make  good  money  lost 
through  his  n^ligence. 

A  money  lender  to  whom  a  sum  of  money  is  given  to  in- 
vest is  bound  to  exercise  reasonable  skill  and  prudence;  by  his 
business  he  holds  himself  out  as  possessing  competent  skill  to 
determine  what  reasonable  care  and  prudence  requires;  if  he 
fails  to  exercise  these,  and  through  his  negligence  loss  occurs, 
he  is  liable  to  make  it  good.  McFarland  v.  McClure  (Pa.  Sup. 
Ct;  1886),  5  A.  50.    See  also  Sees.  350,  403. 

Sec.  231.    Bill  for  extra  compensation  for  procuring  loan 
should  be  separated  to  see  whether  it  is  reasonable. 

While  it  may  be  allowable  to  pay  a  broker  for  extra  ser- 
vices, not  usually  necessary  in  procuring  loans,  in  addition  to 
the  prescribed  brokerage,  the  items  composing  his  bill  should 
be  separated  so  that  it  may  be  seen  whether  the  compensation 
is  reasonable,  or  only  a  cover  for  demanding  a  larger  commis- 
sion.   Cook  V.  Phillips,  56  N.  Y.  310.     See  also  Sec.  241. 

Sec.  232.    Broker  for  seller  obtaining  loan  for  buyer  from 
seller  can  not  recover  commissions  therefor  from  buyer. 

A  broker  employed  by  the  owner  of  lands  to  procure  a  sale 
thereof  to  one  who  shall  agree  to  take  from  the  owner  a  loan 
and  improve  the  property  can  not,  after  recovering  compen- 
sation from  the  owner  of  the  property  for  effecting  the  sale, 
recover  compensation  from  the  purchaser  for  procuring  the 
loan  to  him.  Vanderpool  v.  Kearne,  2  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.), 
170.    See  Sec.  25.    Compare  Sec.  254. 
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Sec.  233.    Broker  procuring  loan  for  less  than  asked,  wblch  is 
accepted,  earns  commissions. 

In  an  action  upon  an  agreement  to  pay  a  broker  a  commis- 
sion for  obtaining  a  loan,  it  appeared  that  a  loan  for  a  less 
amount  was  obtained,-  and  at  first  accepted,  but  subsequently 
declined  by  the  principal  as  being  insufiScient  for  his  purposes. 
Held,  that  the  services  had  been  rendered  and  the  commission 
was  due,  in  the  absence  of  any  usage  among  New  York  brokers 
to  receive  no  compensation  unless  the  matter  was  consum- 
mated.    Van  Lieu  v.  Byrnes,  1  Hilton  (N.  Y.),  133. 

Sec.  234.  Broker  entitled  to  commissions  on  finding  lender 
unless  rights  varied  by  special  contract. 
"A  broker  employed  to  effect  a  loan  is  entitled  to  his  com- 
missions, when  he  has  found  a  lender  who  has  the  money  and 
who  approves  of  the  security,  unless  his  rights  are  varied  by 
special  contract;  there  is  always  an  implied  condition  that  the 
borrower  will  show  a  good  title.  Budd  v.  Z oiler,  52  Mo.  238; 
Bundle  v.  Stoats,  19  Colo.  App.  164,  73  P.  1091;  Silberberg 
V.  Ckipman,  42  Colo.  20,  93  P.  1130;  Brillow  v.  Ozienkowski, 
112  111.  App.  165 ;  Phister  v.  Oove,  48  Mo.  App.  455 ;  Demarest 
V.  Spiral  Biv,  Tube  Co.,  71  N.  J.  L.  14,  58  A.  161;  Bockwell 
V.  Hurst,  13  N.  Y.  S.  290;  Van  Orden  v.  Morris,  42  N.  Y.  S. 
473,  18  Misc.  579,  43  S.  1108,  19  M.  497 ;  Chambers  v.  Peters, 
63  N.  Y.  S.  151,  30  Misc.  756 ;  Finck  v.  Schmidt,  96  N.  Y.  S. 
197,  48  Misc.  503;  Nefletberger  v.  Garner,  109  N.  Y.  S.  747, 
125  App.  Div.  420;  Steinmetz  v.  Pancoast,  17  Phila.  (Pa.) 
185 ;  Dorian  v.  Forrest,  91  N.  Y.  S.  431,  101  App.  Div.  32. 

Sec.  235.    Broker  not  reporting  loan  barred  commissions  on 
applicant  himself  procuring. 

Where  an  application  for  a  loan  is  made  to  a  broker,  who 
secures  a  party  willing  to  make  the  loan,  but  does  not  so 
notify  the  applicant,  and  after  the  time  within  which  the 
broker  was  to  place  the  loan  has  expired,  the  applicant,  with- 
out knowledge  of  the  steps  taken  by  the  broker,  secures  a  loan 
from  the  same  person  with  whom  the  broker  had  arranged  to 
place  it,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Biddison  v.  Johiih 
son,  50  111.  App.  173.    See  aiso  Sees.  431,  471. 
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Sec.  236.    In  action  by  broker  for  commisdons  for  procuring 
loan,  not  necessary  to  prove  tender. 

In  an  action  by  brokers  to  recover  commissions  for  negotiat- 
ing a  loan,  which  the  proposed  borrower  failed  to  accept  and 
give  security  for  as  agreed,  they  need  not  prove  a  tender  of 
the  money,  as  it  is  the  client's  duty  on  notice  of  the  money 
being  procured  to  give  the  proposed  security  and  take  the 
money.     Telford  v.  Brinkerhoff,  45  111.  App.  586. 

Sec.  237.    Admissibility  of  correspondence  to  establish  broker's 
agency  in  making  loan. 

On  an  issue  as  to  whether  a  loan  broker  was  the  agent  of 
defendant  in  negotiating  a  loan  for  him,  or  the  agent  of  plain- 
tiff company  which  made  the  loan,  correspondence  between  the 
broker  and  the  plaintiff's  manager  relative  to  defendant's  loan 
and  a  requested  extension  thereof,  and  concerning  other  loans 
made  by  plaintiff  through  the  broker,  is  admissible  in  evidence, 
and  the  question  is  one  for  the  jury.  Jesson  v.  Texas  Land  & 
Loan  Co.,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  25,  21  S.  W.  624. 

Sec.  238.    Improper  to  snbmit  to  jury  whether  loan  broker  im- 
properly entered  release  of  judgment. 

A  loan  broker  was  the  agent  for  both  parties  in  the  negotia- 
tion of  a  loan,  which  was  to  be  secured  by  a  trust  deed  of 
land  incumbered  by  a  judgment;  the  amount  of  the  loan  was 
sent  to  him  by  the  lender,  with  instructions  to  see  that  the 
amount  required  by  the  terms  of  the  deed  be  applied  to  se- 
cure a  release  of  this  judgment  by  the  original  judgment  cred- 
itor, or  a  transfer  of  it  to  him  by  the  present  holder  was  so 
applied;  the  agent,  at  first  being  unable  to  obtain  a  release, 
took  a  transfer  of  the  judgment,  and  afterwards  obtained  a 
release,  which  he  forwarded  to  the  lender;  the  transaction  was 
completed,  and  subsequently,  at  the  request  of  the  borrower, 
and  without  any  further  instructions  from  the  lender,  the 
agent  entered  on  the  margin  of  the  judgment  record  a  receipt 
in  fuU  of  the  judgment.  Heldy  that  an  instruction,  in  an 
action  to  obtain  execution  under  the  judgment,  submitting  the 
Question  whether  the  agent  was  authorized  to  execute  a  sat- 
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isf action  of  the  judgment,  was  improper.     Brown  v.  Denn%$ 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '95),  30  S.  W.  272. 

Sec.  239.  Authority  to  broker  to  provide  mortgage  for  loan 
confined  to  land  designated. 

A  written  contract  by  which  defendant  agrees  to  pay  plain- 
tiff for  securing  a  loan  for  him,  to  mortgage  certain  property 
therefor,  and  to  **  authorize,  ratify  and  confirm  every  act  and 
thing  the  said  M.  may  do  in  negotiating  said  loan,"  covers  only 
every  act  and  thing  touching  the  land  to  be  mortgaged,  and 
does  not  bind  defendant  to  sign  a  mortgage  containing  a  cove- 
nant waiving  the  benefit  of  homestead  and  exemption  laws  as 
to  all  his  property.    Roberts  v.  Matthews,  77  Ga.  458. 

Sec.  240.  Where  principal  six  months  after  cured  defect  in 
title,  lender  then  refusing  to  loan,  broker  earned  com- 
missions. 

The  fact  that  the  principal  cures  the  defect  in  his  title, 
does  not  deprive  the  broker  of  his  right  to  commissions,  where 
the  principal  gave  no  notice  that  the  defect  was  cured  until 
six  months  after  the  customer  was  procured,  at  which  time 
the  customer  refused  to  make  the  loan  because  of  changed 
financial  conditions.  Clark  v.  Henry  0.  Thompson,  etc.,  Co., 
75  Conn.  161,  52  A.  720. 

Sec.  240a.  When  loan  not  made  broker  must  prove  title  not 
good. 

If  the  title  to  property  on  which  a  loan  was  to  be  made  was 
not  good,  it  should  be  proved  in  a  suit  for  procuring  a  loan 
thereon  which  was  not  made.  Rosenthal  v.  Gunn,  119  N.  Y. 
S.  165. 

Sec.  241.  Broker  charging  more,  nevertheless  entitled  to  stat- 
utory commissions  for  procuring  loan. 

Where  a  broker  charges  greater  commissions  for  his  services 
than  the  statute  allows,  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement,  this 
does  not  deprive  him  of  the  legal  compensation.  Vanderpool 
V.  Reams,  2  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.),  170;  Buchanan  v.  TMen, 
45  N.  Y.  S.  417,  18  App.  Div.  123. 
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Sec.  242.    Broker  entitled  to  commiBsioiiB  for  procuring  loan 
thongh  principal  refuses  to  take. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  a  commission  for  procuring  a  loan 
at  the  request  of  his  principal,  though  the  latter  refuses  to 
take  it  when  procured.  Squires  v.  King,  15  Colo.  416,  417; 
Collier  v.  Wayman,  114  Ga.  944,  41  S.  E.  50 ;  Vinton  v.  Bald- 
win, 88  Ind.  104;  Hackman  v.  GutweUer;  66  Mo.  App.  244; 
Lord  V.  Moran,  64  N.  Y.  S.  37,  31  Misc.  750 ;  Perry  v.  Bates, 
100  N.  Y.  S.  881,  115  App.  Div.  337.    Compare  Sec.  242a. 

Sec.  242a.    Broker  to  procure  loan  not  entitled  to  commissions 
unless  loan  made. 

As  a  general  rule,  brokers  employed  to  procure  a  loan  are 
not  entitled  to  the  commission  therefor  until  the  loan  is  made. 
Holliday  v.  Roxhury  Distilling  Co,,  115  N.  Y.  S.  383. 

Where  one  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  loan  on  certain 
securities  may  be  liable  for  breach  of  the  contract,  if  the  se- 
curities are  not  as  valuable  as  he  supposed  and  represented, 
so  as  to  prevent  him  from  obtaining  the  loan,  the  broker  would 
not  be  entitled  to  recover  commissions  as  for  the  full  perform- 
ance of  the  contract.  Holliday  v.  Roxbury  Distilling  Co,,  115 
N.  Y.  S.  383.    Compare  Sec.  242. 

Sec.  243.    Loan  broker  to  whom  borrower  paid  commissions 
his  agent,  though  lender  took  payments  from  him. 

Complainant  requested  a  broker  to  find  some  one  to  whom 
complainant  could  loan  a  sum  of  money;  the  broker  made  a 
loan  of  such  an  amount  to  defendant,  advancing  his  own  money 
and  taking  a  note  and  mortgage,  which  he  turned  over  to 
complainant;  complainant  paid  over  the  amount  to  the  broker; 
defendant  paid  the  broker  for  obtaining  the  loan ;  subsequently 
defendant  made  payments  of  interest  to  the  broker,  who  re- 
mitted to  the  complainant;  on  such  occasions  complainant  re- 
quested the  broker  to  notify  defendant  when  the  interest  was 
due.  Held,  that  the  evidence  did  not  show  that  the  broker 
was  the  agent  of  the  complainant  in  receiving  the  payments. 
Ortmeier  v.  Ivory,  208  111.  577,  70  N.  E.  665;  Ward  v.  Trus- 
tees,  27  R.  L  262  61  A.  651.    See  also  Sec.  254. 
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Sec.  244.    Honey  put  in  bank,  subject  to  check  of  broker  for 
loans,  did  not  make  him  agent  of  lender. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  lender  of  money  deposited  in  bank 
a  fund  which  should  be  subject  to  the  check  of  the  loan  broker 
for  tlie  amount  of  the  loan,  if  the  lender,  after  an  examina- 
tion by  himself  of  the  application  of  the  prospective  bor- 
rower, should  approve  the  same,  did  not  constitute  the  broker 
the  agent  of  the  lender  for  the  purpose  of  making  loans.  Barks- 
dale  V.  Security  Inv.  Co.,  120  Ga.  388,  47  S.  E.  943. 

Sec.  245.    Owner  reserving  right  and  himself  securing  loan, 
not  liable  to  broker  for  commissions. 

Where  a  broker  is  authorized  to  secure  a  loan  for  the  owner 
of  real  estate,  as  exclusive  agent,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  up 
a  mortgage,  the  owner  impliedly  reserves  the  right  to  obtain 
the  loan  himself,  and  if  he  closes  his.  arrangements  before  a 
person  ready,  willing  and  able  to  take  the  loan  is  furnished, 
the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions;  whether  the  loan  is 
secured  by  the  owner  from  a  third  party  or  by  a  renewal 
through  agreement  with  the  person  holding  the  note  and  mort- 
gage is  immaterial,  so  far  as  concerns  the  broker's  right  to  com- 
missions under  the  implied  obligations  of  the  latter 's  agency. 
Mott  V.  Ferguson,  92  Minn.  201,  99  N.  W.  804;  Davison  v. 
Herndin,  125  Ga.  385,  54  S.  E.  92;  Kimball  v.  Hayes,  199 
Mass.  516,  85  N.  E.  875.    See  also  Sec.  247. 

Sec.  246.    Owner  refusing  loan  on  one  ground  subsequently 
estopped  to  set  up  another. 

Where  defendant  refused  to  accept  a  loan  negotiated  by  a 
broker,  on  the  ground  that  the  broker's  charge  for  his  services 
was  excessive,  defendant  could  not  resist  payment  for  such 
services  on  the  ground  that  the  lender  incorporated  a  new 
condition  in  the  application  requiring  defendant  to  comply 
with  its  rules  and  accept  the  loan  within  ten  days.  Hotchkiss 
V.  Kuehler,  83  N.  Y.  S.  710,  86  App.  Div.  265.  Contra,  The 
List  &  Son  Co,  v.  Chase,  80  0.  St.  42.    See  also  Sec.  840. 
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Sec.  247.    Broker  failing  to  secure  loan,  principal  iecming 
from  same  party,  bars^  commissions. 

Where  an  agent  was  negotiating  to  procure  a  loan  of  not 
less  than  $220,000 ;  but  failed  to  secure  anything  better  than  an 
offer  of  $210,000;  this  not  being  accepted  he  abandoned  the 
matter;  he  was  not  entitled  to  commissions  when  his  princi- 
pal subsequently  took  a  loan  of  $220,000  from  the  same  party. 
Stone  V.  Plant,  96  N.  Y.  S.  1030.    See  also  Sec.  245. 

Sec.  248.    Broker  to  examine  title  and  secnre  loan,  barred  com- 
missions on  failnre  by  defect  in  title. 

A  person  wishing  to  borrow  money  on  property  applied  to 
another  who  agreed  to  find  a  lender  and  to  have  the  title  ex- 
amined, and  to  charge  a  certain  sum,  which  would  include  the 
expense  of  examining  the  title  and  his  commission,  such  per- 
son to  give  the  agent  his  title  deeds  at  the  time;  a  defect  be- 
ing found  in  the  title  the  lender  refused  to  loan  the  money, 
and  the  agent  sued  for  the  amount  of  the  stipulated  compen- 
sation. Held,  that  such  agent  should  have  first  examined  the 
title  before  applying  for  a  loan ;  he  was  the  agent  for  that  pur- 
pose as  well  as  for  procuring  a  loan,  and  was  not  entitled  to 
commissions.    Budd  v.  Zoller,  52  Mo.  238. 

Sec.  249.    Loan  defeated  throngh  wrong  dimensions  known  to 
broker  bars  commissions. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  a  commission  for  pro- 
curing a  loan,  it  appeared  that  the  written  portion  of  the  ap- 
plication for  the  loan  was  filled  in  by  the  broker,  and  he  was 
aware  when  defendant  signed  the  application  that  defendant 
was  uncertain  as  to  the  exact  dimensions  of  the  lot  on  which 
security  was  to  be  given,  though  the  dimensions  were  stated 
in  the  application,  and  the  loan  was  rejected  because  the  di- 
mensions were  not  correctly  given.  Held,  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  broker  was  equally  responsible  with  the  defendant  for  not 
disclosing  the  tfituation  to  the  lenders,  and  for  their  refusal  to 
make  the  loan,  he  could  not  recover.  Shropshire  v.  Frankel, 
91  N.  Y.  S.  79,  45  Misc.  616.    See  also  Sec.  435. 
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Sec.  260.  Where  loui  prevented  by  defective  title,  error  to 
grant  broker  jodgment  for  full  compensation. 
Where  an  agreement  was  made  to  pay  plaintiff  $800,  if  he 
secured  a  certain  loan  for  defendant  on  its  property,  which 
sum  was  to  cover  all  fees,  lawyers'  chaises,  disbursements,  etc, 
it  was  error  to  grant  a  judgment  for  the  full  amount,  where 
performance  was  prevented  by  reason  of  defendant's  defective 
title.  Gafling  v.  Central  Spar  Terein,  73  N.  Y.  S.  496,  67  App. 
D.  50 ;  Finck  v.  Pierce,  103  N.  Y.  S.  765,  53  Misc.  554.  See  also 
See.  572. 

Sec.  261.  Attorney  given  interest  in  land,  instead  of  cash,  as 
fee  for  procuring  loan. 
The  client  having  conveyed  to  the  attorney  an  interest  in 
the  estate  as  compensation  for  his  services,  instead  of  a  cash 
fee,  he  acquired  an  equitable  lien  thereon  for  his  compensa- 
tion in  procuring  the  loan.  Ooad  v.  Hari,  128  Cal.  197,  60  P. 
761,  964. 

Sec.  262.  Verdict  for  broker  for  procuring  loan  set  aside  as 
against  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 
A  verdict  for  plaintiff  will  be  set  aside  as  against  the  weight 
of  the  evidence,  where,  on  the  issue,  whether  defendant  agreed 
to  pay  six  per  cent,  interest  for  the  loan,  so  as  to  render  him 
liable  to  plaintiff  for  procuring  a  person  ready  to  make  a  loan 
at  that  rate,  defendant  testified  that  he  did  not  agree  to  pay 
six  per  cent.,  and  his  testimony  was  contradicted  only  by  the 
agent  through  whom  the  loan  was  to  be  made,  who  testified 
to  a  conversation  with  defendant  about  the  loan,  and  stated 
that  the  rate  of  interest  was  to  be  six  per  cent.,  but  stated  no 
conversation  to  that  effect,  and  testified  that  he  wrote  defend- 
ant the  next  day  that  he  would  make  the  loan  at  six  per  cent. ; 
that  defendant  at  once  refused,  because  the  interest  was  too 
high,  and  that  he  told  plaintiff  so  when  the  question  of  inter- 
est was  broached;  since  it  is  apparent  that  the  statement  that 
six  per  cent,  was  to  be  paid  was  merely  an  inferaice  by  the 
plaintiff.  CrandaU  v.  PhUUps,  43  N.  Y.  S.  299,  13  App.  Div. 
118. 
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Sec.  263.    Agreemeiit  as  to  commiflsioiui  to  broker  for  procuring 
loan  a  qnestion  for  the  jury. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  securing  a  loan,  where  the 
evidence  for  plaintiff,  though  contradicted  by  defendant,  tends 
to  show  an  agreement  to  pay  one  per  cent,  on  the  amount 
loaned  by  parties  secured  by  plaintiff,  the  question  as  to  such 
agreement  is  for  the  jury.  Carter  v.  Moss,  210  Pa.  St.  612,  60 
A.  310. 

Sec.  264.    Loan  to  purchaser  on  other  property,  procured  by 
seller's  broker,  makes  him  agent  of  pundiaser  theref(»:. 

A  corporation  appointed  a  real  estate  broker  as  its  agent 
to  secure  a  purchaser  for  land  which  the  company  owned  in 
a  city  other  than  that  in  which  it  had  its  principal  ofBce;  the 
person  thus  employed  put  up  a  ''for  sale"  sign  with  his  name 
on  it  as  agent,  but  this  was  not  kno¥m  to  the  corporation;  a 
purchaser  was  procured  by  the  agent  and  offered  a  certain 
sum  for  the  property;  the  secretary  of  the  corporation  waited 
upon  the  purchaser  and  endeavored  to  secure  a  better  offer; 
not  succeeding  in  this,  he  said  that  the  purchaser  might  further 
"arrange  with"  the  agent,  naming  him,  or  ''finish  it  out  with" 
the  agent;  the  corporation  subsequently  accepted  the  offer  of 
the  purchaser;  the  latter  then  employed  the  agent  to  raise 
money  on  a  morgage  on  other  real  estate  owned  by  him,  and 
such  a  mortgage  was  arranged  with  a  trust  company;  the 
money  was  paid  to  the  agent  who,  in  his  books,  credited  it 
to  the  account  of  the  purchaser,  and  made  certain  payments 
out  of  it  at  the  request  of  the  purchaser;  and  added  certain 
payments  to  it  received  from  the  purchaser,  so  that  the  amount 
of  the  loan,  which  was  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money, 
was  kept  about  the  same;  delay  ocurred  in  delivering  the 
deed,  and  meantime  the  agent  died,  and  his  estate  was  found 
insolvent.  Held,  that  the  agent  had  no  authority  to  receive 
the  money  on  behalf  of  the  corporation,  and  that  in  placing 
the  loan  and  receiving  the  proceeds  thereof  he  acted  as  the 
agent  of  the  purchaser.  Louis  Bergdott  Brewing  Co,  v.  Bohe, 
33  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  490.    See  also  Sec.  243.    Compare  Sec.  232. 
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Sec.  256.    Broker  to  procnre  loan,  not  thereby  authorized  to 
collect  principal  or  interest. 

The  fact  that  a  loan  broker  negotiates  a  loan  does  not  au- 
thorize him  to  collect  either  principal  or  interest,  though  the 
security  be  payable  at  his  ofSce;  nor  does  the  fact  that  he  has 
authority  to  collect  interest  authorize  him  to  collect  the  prin- 
cipal. Hefferman  v.  Botteler,  87  Mo.  App.  316;  Ortmeier  v. 
Ivory,  208  111.  577,  70  N.  E.  665.  See  also  Sees.  257,  352,  356, 
566. 

Sec.  266.    Circumstances  held  to  show  broker  the  a^^ent  of 
lender,  and  not  of  borrower. 

Where  a  principal  loans  money  to  a  large  number  of  bor- 
rowers, through  an  agent,  and  the  latter  by  agreement  takes 
all  loans  payable  to  himself  and  indorses  the  notes  to  the 
lender,  and  draws  sight  drafts  for  the  amounts  needed,  and 
is  intrusted  with  the  care,  renewal  and  collection  of  such  loans, 
the  lender  is  not  a  bona  fide  holder  of  negotiable  paper,  and 
payment  to  the  agent  is  payment  to  the  principal.  Cheshire 
Prov.  Inst.  V.  Fuesner,  63  Neb.  682,  88  N.  W.  849;  Harrison 
Nat,  Bk.  V.  Austin,  65  Neb.  632,  89  N.  W.  245 ;  Holt  v.  Schnei- 
der, 57  Neb.  523,  77  N.  W.  1086. 

Sec.  267.    Securities  made  payable  at  office  of  loan  company 
do  not  make  it  agent  to  collect. 

That  a  purchaser  of  negotiable  mortgage  securities,  which 
are  made  payable  at  the  office  of  the  loan  company  negotiat- 
ing them,  knows  that  the  loan  company  solicits  payment  of 
them  regularly  as  they  fall  due,  and  that  it  interests  itself  in 
the  payment  of  taxes  and  insurance  to  protect  the  security, 
does  not  make  such  loan  company  his  agent  to  collect,  nor 
charge  him  with  the  moneys  so  obtained,  where  he  has  no 
knowledge  of  any  claim  of  authority  from  him  or  of  owner- 
ship of  the  securities,  and  he  retains  possession  of  them,  and 
places  them  in  the  hands  of  another  agent  with  instructions 
to  formally  demand  payment.  Bradbury  v.  Kinney,  63  Neb. 
754,  89  N.  W.  257.    See  also  Sees.  255,  352,  356,  566. 
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loan.' 
283-28ga.  Liens. 

Sec.  258.    Purchaser  bonnd  by  agent's  knowledge  and  can  not 
dispute  mortgagee's  right  to  reform  mortgage. 

A  broker  who  is  employed  by  an  owner  of  land  to  find  a 
purchaser  therefor  and  is  paid  a  commission  for  his  services 
may,  after  the  conclusion  of  the  contract  of  sale,  lawfully  be- 
come the  agent  of  the  purchaser,  to  pass  on  the  title,  pay  the 
price,  and  receive  the  deed  for  the  purchaser,  if  the  purchaser 
has  knowledge  of  his  former  relations  to  the  vendor;  hence, 
knowledge  acquired  by  the  broker  before  the  contract  of  sale 
was  closed  that  an  outstanding  mortgage  executed  by  the  ven- 
dor was  intended  by  the  parties  thereto  to  cover  the  land  em- 
braced in  the  contract  of  sale,  but  through  a  mistake  of  the 
scrivener  a  different  tract  was  described  therein,  was  charge- 
able to  the  purchaser,  and  estopped  him  from  disputing  the 
mortgagee's  right  to  have  the  mortgage  reformed,  and  enforced 
against  the  land  intended  to  be  covered  by  it.  Vercruyse  v. 
Williamsy  112  Fed.  206,  50  C.  C.  A.  486 ;  Dormitzer  v.  German 
Sav.  &  Loan  Soc,  23  Wash.  132,  62  P.  862.    See  also  Sec.  844. 

Sec.  259.    Broker  selling  under  power  in  a  mortgage  commits 
no  breach  in  not  notifying  mortgagor  of  proposed  sale. 

A  mortgage  note  was  given  by  the  mortgagee  to  a  real  es- 
tate broker  for  collection,  and  the  mortgagor  also  placed  the 
land  in  his  hands  for  private  sale;  a  private  sale  which  the 
broker  attempted  to  make  having  failed,  on  acount  of  a  defect 
in  the  title,  and  the  mortgagor  having  ceased  to  trust  or  rely 
on  the  broker,  the  latter  had  the  property  sold  under  a  power 
in  the  mortgage,  without  notifying  the  mortgagor,  and  it  was 
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bought  by  a  third  person  who  had  no  privity  with  the  broker. 
Held,  that  the  broker  was  not  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust. 
Ritchie  v.  Judd,  137  111.  453,  27  N.  E.  682. 

Sec.  260.  Broker  liable  for  loss  through  failing  to  record 
mortgage.  ' 

To  an  action  against  a  broker  employed  to  sell  a  dairy  for 
damages  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  through  the  broker's  fail- 
ure to  record,  in  accordance  with  his  undertaking,  a  mortgage 
taken  by  him  from  a  purchaser  of  the  dairy  securing  the  lat- 
ter's  notes,  which  were  assumed  by  a  subsequent  purchaser 
of  the  dairy  from  him,  who  afterwards  conveyed  it,  and  who, 
as  well  as  the  first  purchaser,  is  insolvent,  it  is  no  defense  that 
the  dairy,  when  sold  by  the  first  to  the  second  purchaser,  was 
still  unincumbered,  and  that  plaintiff  rejected  an  offer  by 
the  first  purchaser  to  transfer  the  dairy  to  him  in  satisfac- 
tion of  the  amount  due  him.  Stewart  v.  Muse,  62  Ind.  385. 
See  also  Sec.  349. 

Sec.  261.  Broker  liable  for  loss  firom  unpaid  mortgage,  where 
he  undertook  to  examine  the  title. 

In  an  action  against  a  real  estate  agent  for  failure  to  ex* 
amine  the  title  of  land  purchased  by  him  for  plaintiff,  a  com- 
plaint alleging  that  the  grantor  had  mortgaged  the  land  con- 
veyed and  other  land,  and  that  the  mortgages  had  been  fore- 
closed and  the  land  in  question  sold,  without  showing  whether 
the  grantor  was  not  still  the  owner  of  the  other  land  mortgaged 
and  that  it  was  not  worth  more  than  the  mortgage  debt,  or 
that  plaintiff  applied  for  an  order,  in  the  decree  for  fore- 
closure, that  such  land  be  first  sold,  is  demurrable.  Sears  v. 
Forbes,  122  Ind.  358,  23  N.  E.  773. 

An  agent  who  had  no  knowledge  of  the  mortgage,  and  had 
not  agreed  to  examine  the  title  is  not  liable  to  the  purchaser 
for  loss  occasioned  by  the  existence  of  the  mortgage.  Id.  See 
also  Sec.  349. 

Sec.  262.  Broker  not  entitled  to  charge  expenses  of  foreclosing 
mortgage  to  principal. 

A  real  estate  broker  made  loans  in  his  principal's  name,  and 
to  secure  his  commissions  took  second  mortgages  in  his  own 
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name,  and  at  sales  thereunder  bid  in  the  property,  and  there- 
after, without  the  knowledge  of  his  principal,  quit-claimed  to 
her  the  lands  so  acquired,  the  deeds  being  placed  among  her 
papers  in  his  posse&sion.  Held,  that,  in  the  absence  of  ratifi- 
cation and  acceptance  of  the  deeds,  the  broker  was  not  en- 
titled  to  credit  for  his  expenses  of  foreclosures  under  the  sec- 
ond mortgages  and  for  taxes  paid  without  the  principal's 
knowledge,  on  the  theory  that  such  expenditures  inured  to  her 
benefit.  Carpenter  v.  Momen,  92  Wis.  449,  65  N.  W.  1027, 
66  N.  W.  692. 

Sec.  263.    Power  to  sell  does  not  include  power  to  mortgage. 

A  power  to  sell  land  does  not  include  power  to  mortgage. 

StronghUl  v»  Anstey,  1  De  Gex,  M.  &  G.  (Eng.)  635;  Payn  v. 
Cooper,  16  Beavan  (Eng.),  396;  Halderhy  v.  Spofford,  1  Beavan 
(Eng.),  390;  Jeff  ray  v.  Hurst,  49  Mich.  31;  Contant  v.  Ser- 
voss,  3  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  128;  Russell  v.  Russell,  36  N.  Y.  581; 
Bloomer  v.  Waldron,  3  Hill  (N.  Y.),  361;  Taylor  v.  Galloway, 
1  Ohio,  232. 

A  power  to  sell  and  convey  does  not,  as  a  general  rule,  con- 
fer a  power  to  mortgage,  and  a  mortgage  executed  under  a 
power  of  attorney  authorizing  the  attorney  to  sell  and  convey 
is  void.     Morris  v.  Watson,  15  Minn.  212. 

Sec.  264.    Agent  to  invest  money  confined  to  first  mortgages. 
An  agent  employed  to  invest  money  on  mortgage  security, 

can  not  invest  in  a  second  mortgage,  without  the  express  con- 
sent of  his  principal,  and  if  he  does  will  be  liable  for  negli- 
gence.     Whitney  v.   Martine,  6  Abb.    (N.  Y.)    N.   Cases,  72. 

Sec.  265.    Broker  making  loan,  knowing  of  prior  mortgage, 
principal's  subordinated  thereto. 

Where  an  agent  makes  a  loan  on  mortgage,  with  knowledge 
of  the  fact  that  a  prior  unrecorded  mortgage  on  the  same  prop- 
erty exists,  taken  by  him  as  agent  for  another  person,  his  prin- 
cipal in  the  second  transaction  takes  charged  with  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  agent,  and  can  not  enforce  such  second  mortgage 
as  against  the  prior  unrecorded  mortgage.  Constant  v.  Roches- 
ter Univ.,  17  N.  Y.  S.  363.     (In  the  States  of  Arkansas,  North 
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Carolina  and  Ohio  mortgages  take  precedence  solely  by  prior- 
ity of  record,  or  notice  in  previous  recorded  conveyance  of 
an  unrecorded  trust  deed.)     Jones  on  Mortgages  Sec.  539. 

Sec.  266.    Power  to  purchase  gives  none  to  secure  pordiase 
money  by  mortgage. 

An  agent  employed  to  purchase  property  with  particular 
funds  has  no  authority  to  mortgage  the  property  to  secure 
the  purchase  money,  and  such  mortgage  will  not  bind  the  prop- 
erty.   Fraser  v.  McPherson,  3  Desau.  (S.  C.)   393. 

Sec.  267.    Whether  agent  taking  mortgage  vnfh  wrong  de- 
scription was  guilty  of  negligence,  a  question  for  the  jury. 

In  an  action  by  a  principal  against  an  agent  for  negligence 
in  procuring  a  mortgage  to  be  executed  in  her  favor,  in  which 
the  land  was  wrongly  described.  Held,  that  it  should  be  left 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence  is  not  discovering  the  mistake,  which  was 
patent  upon  the  face  of  the  mortgage.  Munford  v.  MUler,  7 
111.  App.  62. 

Sec.  268.    Mortgage  taken  by  lender,  bound  by  fraud  of  agent, 
and  instrument  set  aside. 

A  guardian,  by  fraudulent  proceedings  in  court,  obtained 
an  order  and  sold  property  inherited  by  his  ward,  and  his 
vendee,  who  participated  in  the  fraud,  afterwards  mortgaged 
the  property  to  secure  a  large  loan;  the  mortgage  was  made 
through  a  broker,  and  the  mortgagee  testified  that  the  broker 
was  defendant's  agent  for  the  service  of  process  and  for  no 
other  purpose,  and  that  defendant  dealt  wdth  him  as  with  other 
brokers;  the  broker  passed  on  the  Value  of  the  securities,  fixed 
the  terms  of  the  loans,  subject  to  the  mortgagee's  approval, 
looked  after  the  titles,  employed  attorneys  to  examine  the  same, 
received  the  money  and  paid  it  to  the  mortgagors,  and  in  let- 
ters to  the  mortgagee  spoke  of  the  loans  as  made  **by  us;" 
in  negotiating  the  loan  in  question  he  was  associated  with  a 
third  person,  and  attorneys  were  employed  bv  them  who  knew  of 
such  fraudulent  probate  proceedings,  and  that  the  proceedings 
were  made  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  a  clear  title  to  the  mort* 
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gaged  property.  Held,  sufficient  to  show  that  the  broker  was 
the  agent  of  the  mortgagee  so  as  to  make  notice  of  the  fraud  to 
him  sufficient  notice  to  the  mortgagee  to  prevent  the  defense 
of  good  faith  by  it  to  an  action  by  the  ward  to  set  aside  such 
sale  and  mortgage  as  fraudulent.  Dormitzer  v.  German  Sav. 
dt  Loan  Soc,  23  Wash.  132,  62  P.  862;  Vercruyse  v.  Williams, 
112  Fed.  206,  50  C.  C.  A.  486. 

Sec.  269.    Payment  on  mortgage  by  purchaser  to  seller's  agent, 
did  not  bind  mortgagee. 

Complainant  purchased  through  a  real  estate  agent  prop- 
erty subject  to  a  mortgage;  subsequently  respondent  took  an 
assignment  of  the  mortgage  w^hich  he  failed  to  record;  there- 
after complainant  made  payments  on  the  mortgage  to  the 
agent,  without  asking  to  see  the  mortgage  or  mortgage  note, 
he  assuming  that  the  agent  was  the  agent  of  the  holder  of 
the  mortgage;  the  agent  w^as  not,  in  fact,  employed  by  re- 
spondent, and  did  not  account  to  him  for  the  payments  made 
by  complainant  on  the  mortgage,  except  by  paying  interest, 
in  doing  which  he  represented  that  he  was  acting  for  com- 
plainant. Held,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  the  real  estate 
agent's  capacity  as  agent  for  respondent,  so  as  to  charge  re- 
spondent with  the  receipt  of  the  unaccounted  for  payments 
made  by  complainant.  Ward  v.  Trustees,  27  R.  I.  262,  61  A. 
651 ;  Ortmeier  v.  Ivory,  208  111.  577,  70  N.  E.  665 ;  Henken  v. 
Schwicker,  73  N.  Y.  S.  656,  67  App.  Div.  196,  174  N.  Y.  298. 

Sec.  270.    Broker  liable  for  negligence  in  failing  to  lean  lia- 
bility under  a  mortgage. 

A  real  estate  broker  contracted  for  his  principal  to  pur- 
chase land  for  a  certain  amount  and  assume  the  incumbrance 
as  part  of  the  consideration;  the  record  of  the  mortgage  on 
the  land,  while  showing  the  rate  of  interest  ordinarily  borne 
by  the  notes  secured  by  the  mortgage,  did  not  show  that  past 
due  notes  and  installments  of  interest  bore  an  increased  rate 
of  interest;  the  broker  did  not  ascertain  this  fact  and  over- 
paid the  vendor  in  consequence.  Held,  that  the  broker  was 
guilty  of  negligence  rendering  him  liable  for  the  overpayment. 
Hindricks  v.  Brady  (S.  D.  Sup.  '06),  108  N.  W.  332;  reversed 
and  modified  Sec.  270a. 
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Sec.  270a.    Broker  held  liable  only  for  failure  to  collect  for 
purchaser  interest  due  as  shown  by  the  record. 

A  broker  contracted  for  his  principal  to  purchase  land  for 
a  certain  amount.  There  was  a  mortgage  upon  the  land  to 
secure  several  notes.  The  record  definitely  stated  the  rate  of 
interest  borne  by  the  notes  to  be  six  per  cent,  per  annum;  but 
did  not  show  that  past  due  notes  and  installments  of  interest 
bore  an  increased  rate  of  interest.  The  broker  did  not  ascer- 
tain this  fact,  and  failed  to  investigate,  as  requested  by  the 
principal,  to  see  +hat  one  of  the  notes  had  been  paid.  The 
principal,  going  on  the  assumption  that  the  one  note  had  been 
paid,  and  that  this  bore  only  six  per  cent,  interest,  overpaid  for 
tlie  land,  and  soue^ht  to  recover  from  the  broker.  Held,  that  the 
broker  had  a  right  to  rely  upon  the  recitals  of  the  record, 
which  definitely  stated  the  rate  of  interest,  as  had  the  prin- 
cipal, who  could  not  be  held  for  the  higher  rate,  and  hence 
there  could  be  no  recovery  from  the  broker  for  payments  of 
interest  in  excess  of  that  rate.  Judgment,  20  S.  D.  509,  108 
N.  W.  332,  reversed  on  rehearing.  Hinrichs  v.  Brady  (S.  D. 
Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  777. 

Sec.  271.    Broker  liable  for  negligence  for  loss  in  taking  mort- 
gage on  other  and  not  on  land  sold. 

A  mortgage  for  $1,200  taken  by  real  estate  brokers  as  se- 
curity for  the  price  of  property  sold  by  them,  was  on  prop- 
erty valued  at  $2,300,  on  which  there  was  a  first  mortgage 
for  $1,800,  no  security  was  taken  by  the  brokers  on  the  prop- 
erty sold,  and  the  purchaser  became  insolvent  in  about  three 
months  after  the  sale.  Heldy  sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding 
that  the  broker  was  negligent  in  regard  to  the  security.  Har- 
low  V.  Bartlett,  170  Mass.  584,  49  N.  E.  1014.  See  also  Sec. 
349. 

Sec.  272.    Broker  securing  conditional  sale  of  mortgage,  not 
consummated,  did  not  earn  commissions. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  the  note  and  mortgage 
given  by  a  cemetery  association  for  money  used  to  purchase 
real  estate  described  in  the  mortgage,  obtained  a  purchaser  on 
condition  that  the  latter 's  conveyancer  was  satisfied  with  the 
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mortgage,  and  the  sale  was  not  consummated  because  said  con- 
veyancer refused  to  approve  the  same,  defendants  being  at  all 
times  ready  to  assign  the  note  and  mortgage  to  the  purchaser 
procured,  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  commissions. 
Wiggen  v.  Holbrook,  190  Mass.  157,  76  N.  E.  463.  See  also 
Sees.  119,  193,  224,  449.  Shapiro  v.  NacUer,  99  N.  Y.  S.  879, 
51  Misc.  13. 

Sec.  273.    Fraud  of  agent  in  appropriatiiig  money  rectived  to 
pay  off  mortgages. 

Defendant  applied  to  a  real  estate  agent  for  a  mortgage 
loan ;  three  unsatisfied  mortgages  were  to  be  paid  with  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  loan;  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  agent  to  make  the 
loan,  and  gave  the  agent  a  check  for  the  amount,  taking  a 
mortgage  on  the  property,  the  agent  assuring  him  that  he 
would  search  the  title  and  see  that  plaintiff  had  a  first  mort- 
gage, but  not  informing  him  of  the  outstanding  incumbrances; 
on  execution  of  the  mortgage  defendant  instructed  the  agent 
to  pay  off  the  three  outstanding  mortgages  with  a  part  of  the 
inoney  in  his  possession;  the  agent  paid  off  one  of  the  three 
mortgages  only  and  appropriated  the  rest  of  the  money.  Held, 
that  the  payment  of  the  amount  of  the  loan  to  the  agent  was 
a  payment  to  him  as  agent  of  the  defendant.  Henker  v. 
Schwicker,  73  N.  Y.  S.  656,  67  App.  Div.  196,  174  N.  Y.  298. 
See  also  Sec.  269. 

Sec.  274.    Failure  of  purchaser  to  execnte  mortgage  defeated 
faroker's  right  to  commissions. 

A  contract  for  the  purchase  of  real  estate  provided  that 
the  same  shoulii  be  void,  at  the  will  of  the  vendor,  if  default 
should  be  made  by  the  vendee  in  completing  the  purchase  by 
making  the  due  cash  payments  and  executing  a  mortgage  for 
the  balance  of  the  purchase  money,  time  being  of  the  essence 
of  the  contract,  $500  cash  paid  upon  its  execution  to  be  for- 
feited to  the  vendor;  a  commission  contract,  executed  at  the 
same  time,  provided  that  the  vendor  would  pay  the  broker 
$2,500  commi8sion.s  if  the  contract  of  purchase  should  be  per- 
formed by  making  the  payments  and  executing  the  mortf?"'* 
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as  provided.  Held,  that  the  vendee  having  failed  to  make  the 
deferred  cash  payments  and  to  execute  the  mortgage,  the  ven- 
dor having  been  ready,  willing  and  able  to  perform  the  con- 
tract until  such  default,  could  take  advantage  thereof,  can- 
cel the  contract,  and  remove  the  cloud  from  the  record  by 
appropriate  legal  proceedings;  under  such  circumstances  com- 
missions are  not  earned.  Van  Norman  v.  Fitchette,  100  Minn. 
145,  110  N.  W.  851. 

Sec.  275.    In  computing  commissions  mortgage  treated  as  part 
of  purchase  price. 

Defendant  was  the  owner  of  certain  land  on  which  thew 
was  a  mortgage,  for  the  payment  of  which  he  was  not  person- 
ally bound,  and  he  gave  plaintiff  the  exclusive  sale  of  the  land 
for  sixty  days,  and  one-half  of  all  moneys  obtained  on  the 
sale  thereof  over  $20  per  acre,  less  $455;  plaintiff  procured 
a  purchaser  to  whom  the  defendant  conveyed  the  land  sub- 
ject to  the  mortgage  which  the  purchaser  did  not  assume. 
Held,  that  in  determining  plaintiff's  compensation  the  amount 
of  the  mortgage  must  be  taken  as  a  part  of  the  purchase  price. 
Hobart  v.  Stewart,  99  Minn.  394,  109  N.  W.  704.  See  also 
Sees.  376,  369. 

Sec.  276.    Declaring  bonds  illegal  deprived  brokers  of  com- 
missions for  negotisiting  sale. 

Plaintiff  entered  into  an  agreement  with  defendant  who 
had  agreed  to  take  certain  county  bonds  at  par  in  payment 
of  any  county  work  which  he  had  contracted  to  do,  to  sell  the 
bonds,  his  commissions  to  be  deducted  from  the  second  pay- 
ment of  money  realized  from  the  sale;  plaintiff  obtained  a 
purchaser  who  was  willing,  able  and  ready  to  purchase  the 
bonds,  but  before  the  second  block  was  delivered  the  issue  was 
declared  illegal,  their  delivery  perpetually  enjoined,  and  the 
purchaser  secured  by  the  plaintiff  never  paid  for  the  block 
delivered.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  any 
commissions  for  securing  a  purchaser,  as  no  second  payment 
was  ever  made.  Owen  v.  Ramsey,  23  Ind.  App.  285,  55  N.  E. 
247. 
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Sec.  277.    Broker  selling  bonds  entitled  to  commiflsions  on 
procuring  party  ready  to  buy  on  terms  specified. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  bonds  is  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion upon  producing  a  party  ready,  willing  and  able  to  buy  * 
on  the  terms  specified  by  the  vendor,  although  the  sale  is  not 
consummated,  where  the  broker  is  without  fault.     Thompson 
V.  City  of  Sea  Isle,  58  N.  Y.  S.  203,  27  Misc.  834. 

Sec.  278.    Broker  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  sale  of  bonds 
where  purchaser  withdrew  conditional  acceptance. 

Above  case  afterwards  reversed,  on  the  ground  thai;  the 
broker  who  was  promised  a  commission  to  be  paid  on  comple- 
tion of  the  sale,  was  not  entitled  thereto  where  the  purchaser 
whom  he  furnished  withdrew  a  conditional  acceptance  of  the 
bonds  offered.  Thompson  v.  City  of  Sea  Isle,  59  N.  Y.  S. 
596,  28  Misc.  494.    See  also  Sec.  556. 

Sec.  279.    Broker  transferring  bonds  by  delivery,  without  dis- 
closing principal,  liable  in  case  they  are  null  and  void. 

If  a  broker  or  other  agent  transfer  bonds  by  delivery,  with- 
out disclosing  who  is  his  principal,  he  is,  himself,  to  be  re- 
garded as  the  principal,  and  is  responsible  to  refund  the  mon^y 
paid,  if  the  bonds  are  declared  null  and  void.  Herwig  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 44  La.  Ann.  703,  11  So.  135.  Compare  Cooper  v.  Illi- 
nois Central  R.  Co.,  57  N.  Y.  S.  925,  38  App.  Div.  22. 


i  280.    Broker  selling  bonds  in  good  faith  not  liable  to  trust 
estate  because  illegally  sold. 

Bonds  belonging  to  a  trust  estate  were  presented  to  certain 
brokers  at  a  time  when  they  were  registered  in  the  name  of 
S,  executor;  some  days  later,  when  left  with  them  for  sale, 
they  had  been  discharged  from  registry  and  were  payable  to 
bearer;  it  did  not  appear  that  the  brokers  had  any  knowledge 
that  the  executor  was  dead,  or  of  the  condition  of  the  estate 
of  which  he  was  executor.  Held,  that,  on  a  sale  by  them  of 
such  bonds  they  were  not  liable  to  the  estate,  because  the 
bonds  were  in  fact  a  part  of  the  trust  fund  and  illegally  sold. 
Cooper  V.  Ill  Cen.  R.  Co.,  57  N.  Y.  S.  925,  38  App.  Div.  22. 
Compare  Herwig  v.  Richardson,  44  La.  Ann.  703,  11  So.  135. 
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Sec.  281.    Aufhoiity  to  a  village  to  issue  bonds,  indndes  aa- 
thority  to  employ  broker  to  dispose  of  them. 

Express  authority  of  a  village  to  borrow  money  and  issue 
bonds  therefor,  includes  implied  authority  to  employ  a  person 
to  procure  a  purchaser  for  the  bonds,  whether  he  be  a  broker 
or  not.  Armstrong  v.  Village  of  Ft.  Edwards,  159  N.  Y.  315, 
53  N.  E.  1116. 

Sec.  282.    Building  materials,  bnilding  contract,  builder's  loan. 

In  an  action  against  a  real  estate  agent  to  compel  him  to 
convey  property  which  it  was  alleged  he  had  been  employed 
to  purchase  for  his  principal,  and  the  title  to  which  was  taken 
in  the  agent's  name  and  for  damages,  the  advance  which,  in 
the  meantime,  had  taken  place  in  the  price  of  building  mate- 
rial, was  held  too  remote  to  constitute  an  element  of  damages. 
Harrison  v.  Craven,  188  Mo,  590,  87  S.  W.  962. 

A  broker  was  held  entitled  to  recover  compensation  for  fur- 
nishing information  in  consequence  of  which  a  builder  entered 
into  a  contract  for  the  erection  of  a  building.  Kaestner  v. 
Oldham,  102  III.  App.  372. 

Where  there  is  a  special  agreement  to  that  effect,  a  broker 
who  secures  a  responsible  purchaser,  who  buys  subject  to  a 
builder's  loan,  is  not  entitled  to  his  commissions  till  the  pur- 
chaser has  earned  his  first  payment;  t.  e.,  when  the  second  tier 
of  beams  is  laid.    Leitner  v.  Boehm,  56  N.  Y.  S.  227. 

Sec.  283.  Broker  has  a  lien  on  securities  in  his  hands  for  his 
commissions. 
A  broker  is  entitled  to  a  lien  for  his  commissions  on  a  note 
and  mortgage  or  on  the  proceeds  thereof  left  in  his  possession 
to  negotiate  a  sale  thereof.  Peterson  v.  Hall,  61  Minn.  268, 
63  N.  W.  733;  Carpenter  v.  Monsen,  92  Wis.  449,  65  N.  W. 
1027,  ^^  N.  W.  692.  Contra,  State  Bank  v.  Cullen  (N.  D. 
Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  85. 

Sec.  284.      A  loan  broker  has  a  lien  for  his  fees  on  funds  com- 
ing into  his  hands. 

A  broker  employed  to  obtain  a  loan  of  money  upon  a  com- 
mission has  a  lien  for  his  fees  and  may  retain  them.  Vinton 
V.  Baldwin,  95  Ind.  433.     See  also  Sees.  285,  288. 
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Sec.  286.    In  the  abaenoe  of  a  contract  a  broker  has  no  lien  on 
funds  or  secnrities  of  his  principal. 

A  real  estate  broker  has  no  lien  for  services  on  a  certificate 
of  deposit  belonging  to  the  principal.  Robinson  v.  Stewart, 
97  Mich.  454,  56  N.  W.  853 ;  Arthur  v.  Sylvester,  105  Pa.  St. 
233;  Jones'  Appeal,  80  Pa.  St.  54;  May  field  v.  Turner,  180 
111.  332,  54  N.  E.  418.    See  al^o  Sec.  373. 

However,  there  are  cases  upholding  the  broker's  right  to 
such  special  lien.  Richards  v.  Oaskell,  39  Kan.  428,  18  P. 
494;  Carpenter  v.  Monsen,  92  Wis.  449,  65  N.  W.  1027,  66 
N.  W.  692;  Vinton  v.  Baldunn,  95  Ind.  433;  Oerry  v.  Brumage, 
46  Ind.  59. 

Sec.  286.    Where  broker  has  a  lien  it  exists  only  so  long  as 
he  holds  the  property. 

The  equitable  lien  of  a  broker  exists  only  so  long  as  he 
has  possession  of  the  land  or  title  papers,  and  his  debt  re- 
mains unbarred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  Byers  v.  Dan- 
ley,  27  Ark.  77. 

Sec.  287.    The  lien  of  a  broker  for  commissions  is  confined  to 
the  specific  securities  affected. 

A  real  estate  broker,  who  is  not  an  attomey-at-law,  can  not 
daim  a  general  lien  on  all  securities  in  his  possession  for  ex- 
penses incurred  in  managing  some  of  such  securities,  but  the 
lien  is  confined  to  the  specific  securities  for  which  the  expenses 
were  incurred.  Carpenter  v.  Monsen,  92  Wis.  449,  65  N.  W. 
1027,  66  N.  W.  692. 


Sec.  288.    A  broker  procuring  a  loan  for  a  tmst  estate  has  no 
lien  thereon. 

In  the  absence  of  a  specific,  agreement  a  broker  who  pro- 
cures a  loan  for  the  benefit  of  a  trust  estate  has  no  lien  on 
such  estate  for  his  commissions,  his  remedy  being  against  the 
trustee  personally.  Johnson  v.  Leman,  131  111.  609,  23  N.  E. 
435.     Compare  Sees.  284,  285. 
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Sec.  288a.  Instruction  that  if  broker  changed  contoaet  be- 
lieving defendant  would  see  before  signing,  not  prejudicial 
to  plaintiff. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  that 
if  the  broker  caused  a  change  to  be  made  in  the  contract,  be- 
lieving the  defendant  would  see  the  change  when  the  contract 
was  delivered  to  him,  then  the  defense  of  fraud  on  the  part 
of  the  broker  in  so  changing  the  contract  was  not  sufficiently 
established  to  defeat  plaintiff's  claim  for  commissions,  was 
not  prejudicial  to  plaintiff.  Robertson  v.  Vasey,  125  Iowa, 
526,  101  N.  W.  271. 

Sec.  289.  Where  a  broker  took  the  excess  for  commissions  the 
expenses  of  releasing  a  lien  fell  on  the  principal. 

A  real  estate  agent  employed  to  sell  land  was  to  have  all 
obtained  over  a  certain  price.  Held,  that  the  expense  of  get- 
ting rid  of  an  existing  lien  on  the  lands  must  be  borne  by 
the  principal,  not  by  the  agent.  Wisehart  v.  DeitZf  67  Iowa, 
121,  24  N.  W.  752. 

Sec.  289a.  Oommissions  assumed  bj  vendee  not  a  lien  on 
property. 

Where  a  commission  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  due  from  the 
vendor  to  the  agent  was  assumed  by  the  vendee  at  the  time  of 
purchase  without  an  agreement  to  that  effect,  the  debt  does  not 
become  a  lien  on  the  land.  May  field  v.  Turner,  130  111.  332, 
64  N.  E.  418. 
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RIGHTS,  DUTIES  AND  LIABILITIES 
OF  PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

in 


n^  AMERICAN  LAW  REAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

as  to  net  the  principal  a  certain  sum,  and  that  he  is  selling 
for  a  greater  sum  and  will  retain  the  excess  as  commissions, 
and  no  contract  is  shown  that  he  shall  receive  any  specified 
amount  for  his  services,  the  agent  commits  no  fraud  by  fail- 
ing to  disclose  such  amount.  Deming  Inv.  Ca,  v,  Meyer,  (Okla. 
Sup.  '07),  91  P.  846;  Fulton  v.  Waiters,  216  Pa.  56,  64  A.  860. 
Compare  Sec.  456.  The  employment  of  a  sub-agent  is  not 
ordinarily  a  breach  of  duty  to  the  principal.  Nodler  v.  Po- 
zorski,  124  Wis.  477,  102  N.  W.  892.  There  is  no  duty  de- 
volving upon  a  broker  to  tell  his  principal  of  other  lands  he 
has  listed  with  him  for  sale.    Oaty  v.  Sack,  19  Mo.  App.  470. 

All  agreements  between  a  real  estate  agent  or  broker  and  a 
proposed  purchaser  touching  the  subject  matter  of  his  employ- 
ment, which  are  not  disclosed  to  his  principal  should  be  scru- 
tinized closely  and  if  not  found  compatible  with  entire  integ- 
rity and  good  faith  toward  his  principal,  they  will  defeat 
the  agent's  claim  for  commission.  Hobart  v.  Sherhume,  66 
Minn.  171,  68  N.  W.  841;  Skinner  v.  Banville  (Fla.  Sun.  '09), 
49  S.  125.  See  also  Sees.  291,  314,  320.  Aerency  for  both 
principals  is  forbidden,  unless  both,  with  full  knowledge  there- 
of, consent.  Bates  v.  Copeland,  McArthur  &  M.  (D.  C.)  50; 
Alexander  v.  N,  W,  Chr.  UnL,  57  Ind.  466 ;  Lloyd  v.  Colston, 
5  Bush  (Ky.),  587;  Raisin  v.  Clark,  41  Md.  158;  FollansbeA 
V.  O'Reilly,  135  Mass.  80;  Eorwitz  v.  Pevper.  128  Mich.  688, 
87  N.  W.  1034;  Friar  v.  SmitK  120  Mich.  411,  79  N.  W.  633, 
46  L.  R.  A.  229;  Leathers  v.  Canfield,  117  Mich.  277.  75  N. 
W.  612,  45  L.  R.  A.  33:  S^riJtnpr  v.  CoTlar.  40  Mich.  375; 
Dartt  V.  Somnesym,  86  Minn.  55,  90  N.  W.  115;  De  Steiger 
V.  HoUington,  17  Mo.  Apn.  382:  PugsUy  v.  Murray,  4  E.  D. 
Smith  (N.  Y.),  245;  Duvlan  v.  Richards,  2  E.  D.  Smith,  181; 
Watkins  v.  Cornell,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  65;  Brierly  v.  Connelly, 
64  N.  Y.  S.  9,  31  Misc.  268;  Norman  v.  Reuther,  54  N.  Y.  S. 
152,  25  Misc.  161;  Rowe  v.  Stephens,  53  N.  Y.  621;  Oeery  v. 
Pollock,  44  N.  Y.  S.  673,  16  App.  Div.  321 ;  AheJ  v.  Dishrow, 
44  N.  Y.  S.  573,  15  App.  Div.  536 ;  Lansing  v.  Bliss,  33  N.  Y. 
S.  310,  86  Hun,  205;  Whitney  v.  Saunders,  49  N.  Y.  S.  1016, 
22  Misc.  539 ;  Tricks  v.  McKenna,  101  N.  Y.  S.  317,  115  App. 
Div.  701;  Haviland  v.  Price,  26  N.  Y.  S.  757,  6  Misc.  372; 
Lamb  v.  Baxter,  130  N.  C.  67,  40  S.  B.  850 ;  Maxwell  v.  West, 
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aid  V.  Maltz,  94  Mich.  172,  53  N.  W.  1058;  Wood  v.  Palmer, 
151  Mich.  30,  115  N.  W.  242,  14  D.  L.  N.  963 ;  Low  v.  Wood- 
bury, 95  N.  Y.  S.  336,  107  App.  Div.  298.  Good  faith  is  not 
shown  by  the  broker  clandestinely  also  representing  the  op- 
posite party.  Perkins  v.  Underhill,  103  N.  Y.  S.  25,  118  App. 
Div.  17^. 

The  obligation  is  reciprocal,  and  the  owner,  in  revoking 
a  contract  with  his  broker,  must  act  in  good  faith.  Bailey  v. 
Smith,  103  Ala.  641,  15  So.  900;  Branch  v.  Moore,  84  Ark. 
462,  105  S.  W.  178 ;  Uphof  v.  Vlrich,  2  111.  App.  399 ;  Bealer 
V.  Creswell,  3  Md.  196;  Cadigan  v.  Crabtree,  186  Mass.  7,  70 
N.  E.  1033,  66  L.  R.  A.  982;  Haven  v.  Tartar,  124  Mo.  App. 
691,  102  S.  W.  21 ;  Alden  v.  Earle,  56  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.  366,  4 
N.  Y.  S.  548;  Neal  v.  Lehman,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  461,  34 
S.  W.  153;  Newton  v.  Conness  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S. 
W.  892. 

The  act  of  the  vendor  in  secretly  paying  commissions  to  the 
purchaser's  agent  is  contrary  to  good  faith  and  the  policy  of 
the  law.  Lightcap  v.  Nicolai,  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  189.  And  in 
such  case  the  purchaser  has  a  right  of  action  against  the  ven- 
dor to  recover  the  amount  thereof.  Grant  v.  Oold  Ex.,  etc,, 
Syn.  (1900),  1  Q.  B.  (Eng.)  233,  69  L.  J.  Q.  B.  150,  82  L.  T. 
R.  N.  S.  5,  48  W.  R.  280.  Where  an  agent  bought  his  prin- 
cipal's land  by  sheriff's  deed  good  faith  was  violated,  and 
the  conveyance  will  be  set  aside.  Smeltzer  v.  Lombard,  57 
Iowa,  294. 

A  broker  who,  in  association  with  others,  purchases  his  prin- 
cipal's property,  where  all  is  open  and  he  acts  in  good  faith, 
is  entitled  to  recover  commissions  on  the  sale.  Reed*s  Ex.  v. 
Reed,  82  Pa.  St.  420;  Texas  Brok.  Co.  v.  John  Bakly  &  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  109  S.  W.  1001;  Blount  v.  Robeson,  3 
Jones  (N.  C),  Eq.  73.  Where  an  owner  of  real  estate,  which 
he  has  listed  with  an  agent  for  sale  for  a  definite  price,  sells 
the  same  unknowingly,  through  a  go-between,  to  whom  the 
deed  is  made,  to  one  who  was  induced  to  purchase  it  by  the 
efforts  of  the  agent,  but  in  good  faith,  and  in  ignorance  of  the 
real  purchaser,  and  for  a  consideration  less  than  that  given 
the  agent,  is  not,  there  being  no  exclusive  agency,  liable  for 
the  commission  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the  production  of  a  pur- 
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chaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  pay  the  price  fixed.  Quist 
V.  Goodfellow,  99  Minn.  509,  110  N.  W.  65.  Compare  Sec.  444. 
A  real  estate  agent  owes  to  his  principal  the  duty  of  making 
a  full,  fair  and  prompt  disclosure  of  all  the  circumstances 
affecting  the  principal's  rights  or  interests;  whatever  advan- 
tages accrue  to  him  by  the  violation  of  that  duty,  he  must 
make  good  to  his  principal ;  if,  after  he  has  in  fact  contracted 
to  sell  the  land  to  a  third  person  at  an  advanced  price,  he 
purchases  the  land  himself  from  his  principal,  without  disclos- 
ing  the  contract,  and  if  he  thereafter  completes  the  sale,  he 
renders  himself  liable  to  his  principal  in  damages.  Kingsley 
V.  Wheeler,  95  Minn.  360,  104  N.  W.  543.  See  also  Sec.  389. 
A  broker  employed  to  purchase  property  should '  inform  his 
principal  of  the  lowest  price  at,  which  it. may  be  bought;  a 
failure  to  do  this  is  a  breach  of  the  dutv  he  owes  his  princi- 
pal.    Carpenter  v.  Fisher,  175  Mass.  9,  55  N.  E.  479. 

A  real  estate  broker  had  found  a  purchaser  at  the  price 
stipulated  for  land  purported  to  be  owned  by  his  principal,  and 
was  then  referred  by  him  to  other  tenants  in  common,  with 
whom  he  subsequently  made  terms  at  a  higher  price,  except 
two-eighths  interest  owned  by  them,  but  did  not  disclose  this 
to  his  first  principal.  Held,  there  was  no  duty  owing  by  the 
agent  as  to  the  outstanding  two-eighths,  and  it  was  not  incum- 
bent upon  him  to  inform  his  principal.  Black  v.  Barr,  14  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  98,  651. 

Where  no  other  instruction  defining  a  broker  *s  duty  is  given, 
it  is  error  to  refuse  an  instruction  that  the  duty  of  a  broker 
U  to  bring  the  buyer  and  seller  together  and  effect  a  purchase 
of  the  property  according  to  the  terms  agreed  on  by  the  seller 
and  the  broker,  and  that  the  latter  is  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sion for  an  unsuccessful  effort  to  effect  a  sale.  West  v.  Demme, 
128  Mich.  11,  87  N.  W.  95.    See  also  Sec.  543. 

A  complaint  for  a  broker's  commissions  under  a  contract, 
whereby  defendant  agreed  that,  in  consideration  of  plaintiff's 
procuring  a  contract  to  be  made  with  E  for  the  purchase  of 
certain  land  of  the  defendant,  plaintiff  should  receive  a  com- 
mission in  the  event  of  the  closing  of  title,  and  only  in  the 
event  that  title  should  pass,  except  for  default  of  defendant, 
is  insufficient  in  alleging  only  that  plaintiff  procured  a  con- 
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tract  for  the  purchase  of  the  land  to  be  executed  by  defendant 
and  Ey  and  that  because  of  the  default  of  defendant  the  premr 
ises  were  not  conveyed;  it  should  show  that  E  was  ready  to 
take  title  under  the  terms  and  at  the  time  provided  in  the 
contract,  and  the  particular  acts  of  omission  of  defendant  which 
prevented  the  passing  of  the  title.  Davis  v.  Silverman,  90  N. 
Y.  S.  589,  98  App.  Div.  305. 

In  an  action  against  their  principal  for  damages  for  the  loss 
of  commissions  caused  by  the  refusal  to  accept  the  deed  and 
carry  out  the  contract  where  the  defense  is  want  of  mental 
capacity  to  contract,  evidence  of  the  actual  value  of  the  prop- 
erty is  competent  only  when  offered  to  show  that  the  price 
offered  was  ^  so  exorbitant  as  to  be  inconsistent  with  good  faith 
on  the  part  of  the  brokers  in  undertaking  to  contract  for  the 
purchase  at  the  price  authorized.  Cavender  v.  Waddingham, 
5  Mo.  App.  457. 

Unless  the  principal  is  fully  advised  of  all  the  facts  a  broker 
employed  to  buy  real  estate  can  not  sell  to  his  principal  prop- 
erty in  which  he  has  an  individual  interest.  England  v.  Bur- 
nett, B.  E.,  etc.,  Co.,  79  Mo.  App.  294. 

Nor  may  a  broker  employed  to  sell  property  become  the 
buyer  thereof.  Cornwall  v.  Foord,  96  111.  App.  366;  Smith  v. 
Townsend,  109  Mass.  500;  Merriam  v.  Johnson,  86  Minn.  61, 
90  N.  W.  116;  Gardner  v.  Ogden,  22  N.  Y.  327;  Harrison  v. 
McHenry,  9  Qa.  164;  Ames  v.  Pt.  Huron  Log,  etc.,  Co.,  11 
Mich.  139 ;  Robertson  v.  Western  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.,  36  Am.  Dec 
673;  Moseley  v.  Back,  3  Munf.  (Va.)  232;  Clark  v.  Bird,  66 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  284,  72  N.  Y.  S.  769. 

If  a  real  estate  owner  places  property  in  the  hands  of  a 
broker  for  sale  at  a  fixed  price,  and  the  broker  sells  it  for 
more  to  one  for  whom  he  is  acting  as  agent  for  the  investment 
of  money,  and  secretly  retains  the  excess  he  commits  a  fraud 
upon  the  seller  and  the  purchaser  for  both  of  whom  he  acts 
as  agent,  and  subjects  himself  to  a  double  recovery  of  the  ex- 
cess. Lewis  V.  Dennison,  2  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  387 ;  Hannon  v. 
Prentiss,  124  Mich.  417,  83  N.  W.  102;  Marsh  v.  Buchan,  46 
N.  J.  Eq.  595,  22  A.  128.     See  also  Sec.  964. 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  de- 
fendant's property,  he  must  show  an  employment,  the  rendi- 
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tion  of  services  at  defendant's  request,  and  that  he  acted  in 
good  faith  for  their  best  interests.  Boome  v.  Robinson,  90 
N.  Y.  S.  1055,  99  App.  Div.  143. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  real  estate  for  $105,000  or  more 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  commissions  where  he  might  have 
procured  a  purchaser  at  $110,000  instead  of  $105,000.  Lich- 
tensiein  v.  Mott,  91  N.  Y.  S.  57,  99  App.  Div.  570;  Harrison 
V.  Lakeman,  189  Mo.  581,  88  S.  W.  53.    See  also  Sec.  412a. 

A  purchase  by  a  real  estate  agent  of  the  property  in  his 
hands  for  sale,  without  the  knowledge  of  his  principal,  is  suffi- 
cient to  avoid  the  transaction,  no  matter  if  there  was  no  ac- 
tual fraud  or  no  injury  to  the  principal  resulted.  Butler  v. 
Agnew,  9  Cal.  App.  327,  99  P.  395. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate, 
is  not  liable  to  the  principal  for  failing  to  exercise  proper 
diligence  to  obtain  a  purchaser,  nor  for  failing  to  communi- 
cate to  the  principal  the  fact  that  he  has  procured  an  intend- 
ing purchaser;  but  he  may  terminate  his  efforts  without  no- 
tice to  the  principal.  Siegel  v.  Rosenzweig,  114  N.  Y.  S.  179, 
129  App.  Div.  547. 

A  real  estate  broker  can  not  be  held  liable  for  representing 
to  an  intending  purchaser,  that  the  owner  would  not  accept 
less  than  the  sum  named  by  the  broker  for  the  premises,  though 
the  owner  had,  in  fact,  agreed  with  him  to  sell  at  a  lower  fig- 
ure, in  the  absence  of  any  confidential  relations  between  the 
broker  and  the  intending  purchaser  or  fraud  to  prevent  in- 
quiry or  investigation  by  such  purchaser.  Ripy  v.  Cronan 
(Ky.  Ct.  App.  '09),  115  S.  W.  791. 

An  agent  to  buy  lands  for  his  principal  can  not  buy  of  him- 
self;  and  an  agent  to  sell  lands  for  his  principal  can  not  sell 
to  himself;  nor  can  an  agent  to  receive  payments  for  his  prin- 
cipal, bind  the  latter  by  the  receipt  of  money  due  from  him- 
self.    Mechem  on  Agency,  Sec.  68. 

Where  a  selling  broker  is  aware  that  a  customer  is  resolved 
and  prepared  to  pay  the  price  asked,  he  should  not  send  the 
customer  to  his  principal  to  negotiate  directly,  without  com- 
municating to  the  principal  his  knowledge  of  the  customer's 
resolution;  and,  if  he  withholds  such  information  from  the 
principal,  he  forfeits  any  claim  for  commissions,  even  though 
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the  principal  obtained  from  the  customer  the  full  price  (origi- 
nally asked.    Carter  v.  Owens  (Pla.  Sup.  '09),  50  S.  641. 

Sec.  291.    Coneealmesit  and  its  effect  upon  rights. 

Where  defendants,  who  were  employed  by  plaintiff  to  find  a 
purchaser  for  a  lot,  after  finding  a  purchaser  and  receiving 
part  of  the  price,  knew  before  the  deed  was  delivered  that  the 
purchaser  had  sold  at  an  advance,  but  did  not  inform  plaintifb, 
his  claim,  if  any,  against  them,  is  for  damages,  for  which  an 
action  at  law  is  the  proper  remedy.  Dickinson  v.  Updike  (N.  J. 
Err.  &  App.),  49  A.  712.  The  rule  that  a  fiduciary  land  agent 
is  bound  to  make  the  fullest  disclosure  of  all  matters  connected 
with  property  bought  by  himself  from  his  principal  extends  to 
avoid  a  subsequent  sale  of  the  property  by  such  agent  to  a 
party  cognizant  of  the  concealment.  Norris  v.  Taylor,  49  HI. 
17.  Compare,  Collins  v.  Case,  23  Wis.  230.  A  real  estate 
broker  who  conceals  from  his  principal  the  name  of  the  pur- 
chaser whom  he  procures,  and  the  fact  that  such  purchaser  has 
bought  an  adjoining  lot,  and  does  this  for  the  avowed  purpose 
of  preventing  the  principal  from  advancing  the  price,  is  not 
entitled  to  commissions.  Wilkinson  v.  McCullough,  19$  P**  ^t 
205,  46  A.  357.     See  also  Sec.  290.. 

Where  the  broker  possesses  an  interest,  in  addition  to  his  em- 
ployment, in  the  transaction  he  has  contracted  to  negotiate,  and 
fails  to  disclose  it  to  his  principal,  such  omission  of  duty  deprives 
him  of  the  right  to  compensation  for  his  services.  Collins  v. 
McClurg,  1  Colo.  App.  348,  29  P.  299 ;  Jeffries  v.  Bobbins  66 
Kan.  427,  71  P.  852;  De  L'Archerie  v.  Rutherford  (Wash.  Sup. 
'09),  102  P.  1033;  Buck  v.  Hozeboom  (Neb.  Sup.  '02),  90  N.  W. 
635;  Ryan  v.  Kahler  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '98),  46  S.  W.  71.  All 
agreements  between  a  real  estate  agent  or  broker  and  a  pro- 
posed purchaser  touching  the  subject  matter  of  his  employment, 
which  are  not  disclosed  to  his  principal  should  be  scrutinized 
closely,  and  if  not  found  compatible  with  entire  integrity  and 
good  faith  toward  his  principal,  they  will  defeat  the  agent's 
claim  for  commissions  from  his  principal.  Hobart  v.  Sherburne, 
66  Minn.  171,  68  N.  W.  841.  See  also  supra  and  Sees.  290,  314^ 
320.  Where  a  sub-agent  allows  the  owner  to  go  on  and  deal 
with  a  prospective  purchaser  as  though  he  was  free  from  oUi- 
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gations  for  commissions,  and  lowers  his  price  to  him  in  con- 
sequence, while  concealing  the  fact  that  he,  the  said  sub-agent, 
was  acting  for  the  agent,  this  conduct  prevents  the  latter,  on  a 
sale  being  made,  from  recovering  from  the  seller  any  com- 
pensation for  his  services.  Mullen  v.  Bowen,  22  Ind.  App.  294, 
53  N.  E.  790.  Where  the  broker's  name  was  signed  to  a  paper 
containing  an  offer  to  purchase  the  property  and  his  participa- 
tion was  not  sought  to  be  concealed,  and  he  acted  opexxly  and 
fairly,  his  right  to  recover  commissions  was  not  affected  by  the 
fact  that  he  was  one  of  the  intended  purchasers.  Reed's  Ex,  v. 
Reed,  82  Pa.  St.  420.  Where  an  agent  purchases  the  property 
at  a  grossly  inadequate  price,  by  the  concealment  of  facts  and 
information  relating  thereto,  which  it  was  his  duty  to  disclose; 
the  sale  will  be  set  aside.    Norris  v.  Taylor,*  49  111.  17. 

Where  an  agent  employed  to  sell  a  ranch  introduced  to  the 
owner  a  customer  who,  at  the  time,  had  not  the  money  to  buy, 
bat  was  expecting  to  get  money,  and  did  afterwards  get  the 
money  and  completed  the  purchase  from  the  owner  on  sub- 
stantially the  same  terms  as  those  furnished  to  the  agent  by 
the  owner,  the  agent  was  entitled  to  his  commissions;  the  fact 
that  the  connection  of  the  agent  with  the  transaction  was,  by 
agreement  between  the  agent,  the  owner  and  a  third  party, 
through  whom  the  purchaser  was  introduced  to  the  owner,  kept 
secret  from  the  purchaser,  did  not  taint  the  contract  with  disr 
honesty  so  as  to  defeat  the  agent  from  recovering  his  commis- 
sions.   McCampbell  v.  Cavis,  10  Cal.  App.  242,  50  P.  728. 

Where  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  land  is  to  receive  as  his  com- 
pensation all  above  a  minimum  sum  per  acre  and  a  fixed  sum 
in  addition,  and  the  agent  sells  the  land  for  an  amount  above 
the  minimum,  but  conceals  that  fact  and  reports  to  the  prin- 
cipal that  he  has  sold  it  at  the  minimum,  he  will  not  be  entitled 
to  recover  the  additional  fixed  sum  agreed  upon.  Fulton  v.  Wai- 
ters, 28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  269,  Rev.  216  Pa.  56,  64  A.  860.  (This 
ruling  was  reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court  and  the  broker  held 
entitled  to  the  additional  fixed  sum,  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  relation  of  trust  and  confidence  that  required  from  the 
broker  a  disclosure  to  the  owner  of  the  terms  of  the  sale.) 

Where  the  agents  for  the  sale  of  land  conceal  from  the  pur- 
chaser the   fact  that  they  are  part  owners  of  the  land,  but 


182  AMERICAN   LAW  REAL  ESTATE  AOENCT. 

instead  express  an  intention  to  purchase  an  interest  themselves 
upon  the  same  terms  as  they  are  selling  to  the  purchasers,  such 
representations  would  constitute  such  a  fraud  as  would  avoid 
the  purchase.     Wren  v.  Moncure,  95  Va.  369,  28  S.  E.  588. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  commissions,  the  owner 
testified  that  when  the  agent's  sub-agent  introduced  a  pur- 
chaser, the  latter  stated  he  wished  to  deal  directly  with  the 
owner,  who  then  stated  a  less  price  than  fixed  in  the  contract 
of  employment;  the  owner  testified  that  the  sub-agent  and  the 
purchaser  stated  that  they  made  no  arrangement  with  the  agent, 
that  the  sub-^gent  said  nothing  about  commissions,  and  that  he 
(the  owner)  told  the  purchaser  and  sub-agent  that  if  the  agent 
had  sold  the  land,  he  would  have  to  let  it  go ;  the  sub-agent  tes- 
tified that  he  aske^  the  owner  if  the  latter  would  not  have 
trouble  with  the  ageiit  about  the  commissions;  to  which  the 
owner  replied  that  he  would  not,  as  he  was  selling  the  farm; 
the  sub-agent  testified  that  he  told  the  owner  he  did  not  charge 
any  commission,  as  he  would  get  that  from  the  agent ;  the  pur- 
chaser substantiated  the  sub-agent's  testimony;  there  was  no 
evidence  to  show  that  the  owner  knew  that  the  sub-agent  was 
acting  for  the  agent.  Held,  that  the  question  whether  the  sub- 
agent  concealed  such  fact  from  the  owner  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  jury.  Mullen  v.  Bowen,  22  Ind.  App.  294,  53 
N.  E.  790. 

Where  a  broker  reports  an  offer  for  property  to  his  principal, 
without  stating  by  whom  the  offer  is  made,  and  afterwards  a 
sale  of  the  same  property  is  effected  through  another  broker  at 
the  same  price  first  reported  and  to  the  same  purchaser  and  he 
receives  a  commission  therefor,  the  first  broker  can  not  recover 
in  an  action  against  the  vendor  for  the  commissions,  unless  it 
appears  that  the  latter  at  the  time  of  the  sale  was  aware  of 
the  facts  above  stated,  or  that  notice  of  the  same  was  given 
by  the  broker  before  the  completion  of  the  contract  with  and 
payment  of  commissions  to  the  second  broker.  Tinge  v.  Modle. 
25  Md.  480;  Jungblut  v.  Givdra,  118  N.  Y.  S.  942;  Soule  v. 
Bearing,  87  Me.  365,  32  A.  998.    Compare  Sec.  581. 

Securing  a  purchaser  whose  name  is  concealed  from  the  owner 
of  the  property  is  insufficient  to  entitle  the  broker  to  commis- 
sions.   Hayden  v.  Orillo,  35  Mo.  App.  647;  Sharpley  v.  Moody, 
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44  S.  650,  152  Ala.  549;  Nance  v.  Smythe,  118  Term.  349,  99 
S.  W.  698;  Wiggins  v.  Wilson,  55  Fla.  346,  45  S.  1011;  Duclos 
V.  Cunningham,  102  N.  Y.  678,  6  N.  E.  790.  Compare  Butman 
V.  Butman,  213  111.  104,  72  N.  E.  821;  Hovey  v.  Aaron,  113 
S.  W.  718,  133  Mo.  App.  573. 

Where  an  agent  does  not  disclose  his  agency  and  name  his 
principal,  he  becomes  himself  principal,  unless  the  fact  of  the 
agency  is  otherwise  known  to  the  other  party.  Wheeler  v.  Reed, 
36  111.  81 ;  Milliken  v.  Jones,  77  111.  372 ;  Warren  v.  Dickson,  27 
111.  115;  Merrill  v.  Wilson,  6  Ind.  416;  Pierce  v.  Johnson,  34 
Conn.  264 ;  McClellan  v.  Parker,  27  Mo.  162 ;  Royce  v.  Allen,  28 
Vt.  234. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  made  between  the  owner 
and  a  firm  of  real  estate  brokers  with  whom  the  owner  has  listed 
the  property  for  sale  is  valid  and  enforceable,  where  there  was 
no  fraud  or  deception  practiced,  and  the  brokers  fairly  stated 
to  the  owner  the  fact  that  they  did  not  purchase  for  themselves, 
but  on  an  order  from  another  broker  for  a  principal  whose  name 
they  were  not  at  liberty  to  disclose.  Woodward  v.  Davidson, 
150  Fed.  840;  reversed,  on  another  ground,  156  Fed.  915. 

A  real  estate  broker,  having  a  customer  desirous  of  purchasing 
property  of  a  particular  character,  need  not,  before  entering 
into  negotiations  to  secure  the  agency  from  the  seller  to  pro- 
cure a  purchaser  of  such  property,  disclose  the  facts  to  the 
x>wner  that  he  has  a  customer  and  that  he  will  probably  effect  a 
sale,  no  relation  of  agency  existing  between  the  broker  and  the 
customer.    Larson  v.  Thoma  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  1059, 

Sec.  292.    Abandonment  of  employment  and  of  contract  by 
purchaser. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  fails  to  sell  the  property  and  directs 
a  prospective  purchaser  to  trade  with  the  owner,  who  sells  the 
property,  relying  on  the  broker's  abandonment  of  the  employ- 
ment, the  broker  can  not  recover  commissions.  Knocks  v.  Pax- 
ion,  87  Miss.  660,  40  S.  14.  A  broker  employed  by  the  owner 
of  land  to  secure  a  purchaser  for  it  produced  two  persons  who 
obtained  a  written  agreement  from  the  owner  to  sell  the  land 
to  them,  but  did  not  sign  the  agreement,  and  afterwards  aban- 
doned the  deal  by  refusing  to  take  a  deed.     Held,  that  the 
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broker  was  not  entitled  to  a  commission.    Kampf  v.  Dreyer,  103 
N.  Y.  S.  962,  119  App.  Div.  134.    See  See.  33. 

A  sale  of  property  negotiated  by  a  broker  for  $38,000,  pro- 
vided for  the  payment  in  cash  of  $500,  a  payment  of  $4,500 
on  a  later  date,  when  the  deed  was  to  be  delivered,  and  a  mort- 
gage for  the  remainder  given,  together  with  a  bond  for  improve- 
ments to  be  placed  on  the  property  by  the  purchaser;  on  the 
date  when  the  deed  was  to  be  given  the  purchaser  was  unable 
to  comply  with  the  contract,  but  paid  $3,000,  and  further  time 
was  granted ;  a  few  months  later  the  purchaser,  still  being  unable 
to  comply  with  the  contract,  gave  his  note  to  the  vendor  for 
$2,000,  and  the  contract  was  cancelled.  Held,  that  the  broker 
was  not  entitled  to  commisrions.  Biggs  v.  Tumhull^  105  Md. 
135,  66  A.  13,  8  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  824.  A  broker  who  abandons 
his  employment  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  a  sale  after- 
wards made  to  his  customer  by  the  principal  or  through  an- 
other agent.  Everett  v.  Farrel,  11  Ind.  App.  185,  38  N.  E.  872; 
Watts  V.  Howard,  51  111.  App.  243;  Lipe  v.  Ludwick,  14  111. 
App.  372 ;  Singer,  etc,  Stone  Co,  v.  Hutchison,  61  111.  App.  308 ; 
Rigdon  v.  Strong,  128  111.  App.  447 ;  Moore  v.  Cresap,  109  Iowa 
749,  80  N.  W.  399 ;  Cathcart  v.  Bacon,  47  Minn.  34,  49  N.  W. 
331;  Fairchild  v.  Cunningham,  84  Minn.  521,  88  N.  W.  15; 
Cullen  V.  Bell,  43  Minn.  226,  45  N.  W.  428 ;  Tooker  v.  Duck- 
worth,  107  Mo.  App.  231,  80  S.  W.  963 ;  Barnard  y.  Monnott, 
34  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  90;  Meyer  v.  Straus,  58  N.  Y.  S.  904,  42  App. 
Div.  613;  Oetzler  v.  Boehm,  38  N.  Y.  S.  52,  16  Misc.  390; 
Bouscher  v.  Larkins,  84  Hun  288,  32  N.  Y.  S.  305;  Hay  v. 
Piatt,  21  N.  Y.  S.  362,  66  Hun  488 ;  Marcus  v.  Kenneally,  43 
N.  Y.  S.  1056,  19  Misc.  517;  Halley  v.  Townsend,  2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.) 
34 ;  Miller  v.  Vining,  98  N.  Y.  S.  466,  112  App.  Div.  304. 

A  mere  refusal  by  the  broker,  at  the  request  of  the  purchaser, 
to  again  see  the  seller  and  endeavor  to  obtain  a  lower  price, 
does  not  constitute  an  abandonment  of  his  employment,  or  bar 
commissions  on  a  sale  afterward  made  by  the  owner  to  such 
customer.  McCormack  v.  Henderson,  100  Mo.  App.  647,  75 
S.  W.  171.  Where  the  owner  of  property  employed  a  broker  to 
sell  it,  and  after  a  month  or  two  it  was  agreed  that  the  broker's 
authority  should  cease,  and  three  or  four  years  after  the  owner 
sold  the  property  to  one  with  whom  the  broker  had  negotiated 
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with  two  years  prior  thereto,  he  was  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sions, although  he  called  the  attention  of  the  purchaser  to  the 
property  and  introduced  him  to  the  owner.  Staehlin  v.  Kramer, 
118  Mo.  App.  329,  94  8.  W.  785. 

Sec.  293.    Alterations  made  in  written  instnunents. 

Where,  after  a  contract  of  sale  was  signed  by  the  vendor,  the 
purchaser  made  material  alterations  and  then  signed  it,  and  the 
vendor  refused  to  re-execute,  there  was  no  meeting  of  minds 
and  the  broker  can  not  recover  commissions.  Bruce  v. 
Hurlbut,  66  N.  Y.  S.  1127,  54  App.  Div.  616.  See  also 
Sec  33.  A  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  was  executed  by 
the  owner  and  left  with  his  agent  for  the  sale  of  such 
land  for  delivery  to  the  purchaser;  the  agent  altered  the 
instrument  by  substituting  the  name  of  another  person, 
changed  both  the  consideration  and  the  rate  of  interest, 
and  delivered  it  to  such  other  person.  Held,  that  the  contract 
so  delivered  was  not  the  contract  of  the  owner.  BcMou  v.  Berg- 
vendsen,  9  N.  D.  285,  83  N.  W.  10.    See  also  Sec.  55. 

Sec.  294.    Adverse  interests. 

An  agent  in  charge  of  real  estate  can  not  acquire  a  tax-title 
adverse  to  his  principal,  who  has  failed  to  furnish  him  with 
means  to  pay  the  taxe^,  and  the  burden  is  on  the  agent  to  show 
that  his  agency  had  terminated  when  he  acquired  the  title. 
Bowman  v.  Officer,  53  Iowa,  640.    . 

Sec.  296.    Betrayal  of  trust. 

If  a  real  estate  agent  authorized  to  sell  land  at  a  given  price, 
three  years  after,  when  the  value  has  greatly  advanced,  and  is 
rapidly  rising,  sells  the  same  at  the  price  named,  -and  at  a  great 
sacrifice,  without  informing  his  principal  of  the  rise  in  value, 
this  would  be  such  a  fraud  upon  the  principal  that  a  court  of 
equity  would  refuse  to  enforce  a  conveyance  to  the  purchaser. 
Proudfoot  V.  Wightman,  78  111.  553. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring  a 
purchaser,  the  broker  made  no  pretence  that  defendant  em- 
ployed him,  but  asserted  that  he  was  acting  at  the  instance 
of  the  purchaser ;  notwithstanding  the  express  unwillingness  of 
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defendant  to  make  the  sale,  he  testified  that,  without  the  knowl- 
edge of  defendant,  he  called  the  purchaser's  attention  to  his 
right  to  purchase  as  stipulated  in  the  lease;  that  defendant  re- 
fused-to  convey,  claiming  that  she  was  not  bound  by  the  lease, 
that  the  broker  urged  the  purchaser's  claim,  and  that  defendant 
yielded  when  advised  by  her  counsel  so  to  do.  Held,  that  the 
broker  was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Morris  v.  Poundt,  99 
,N.  Y.  S.  844,  51  Misc.  6;  Knake  v.  Griswold,  93  N.  Y.  S.  459, 
104  App.  Div.  137 ;  Horten  v.  Loffler,  31  App.  D.  C.  362. 

In  an  action  by  a  grantor  of  realty  to  set  aside  a  sale,  on  the 
ground  that  the  agent  employed  by  her  to  secure  a  purchaser, 
in  fact  purchased  the  property,  while  she  thought  the  sale  was 
being  made  to  another ;  it  appeared  that  the  agent  had  induced 
her  to  sign  a  contract  of  purchase  with  such  other  party,  the 
agent  agreeing  to  execute  with  the  other  a  bond  accompanying 
a  mortgage  which  was  to  be  given  to  the  grantor ;  subsequently, 
a  deed  was  given  running  to  the  agent ;  the  bond  was  signed  by 
the  agent  and  the  other,  and  the  mortgage  signed  by  the  agent 
alone  was  kept  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  record;  after  the 
grantor  learned  that  the  deed  ran  to  the  agent  she  informed 
him,  on  the  payment  of  the  interest  on  the  purchase  money 
arid  mortgage  given  by  him,  that  she  would  put  the  money  in 
bank  until  she  got  her  property  back,  and  stated  that  she  was 
going  to  consult  a  lawyer.  Held^  that  the  acceptance  of  the 
money  did  not  constitute  a  ratification  of  the  transaction.  Clark 
v.  Bird,  72  N.  Y.  S.  769,  66  App.  Div.  284. 

Sec.  296.    Collusion. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  services,  an  answer  alleging  that 
the  proposed  purchaser  was  plaintiff's  uncle,  and  that  they 
entered  into  collusion,  whereby  the  uncle  was  to  pretend  to 
defendant  that  he  was  ready  and  willing  to  purchase  the  lands 
and  pay  for  the  same  in  cash,  and  that  defendant,  under  the 
belief  that  the  proposed  purchaser  was  acting  in  good  faith 
fixed  a  day  and  place  for  the  execution  of  the  deed,  when 
plaintiff  and  his  uncle  questioned  the  description  for  the  pur- 
pose of  delay,  and  that  before  the  adjourned  day  fixed  for  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  defendant  was  informed  that  the  pro- 
posed purchaser  would  not  take  the  land  until  he  had  had  an 
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opportunity  to  reinspect  it,  which  he  never  did,  states  a  suffi- 
cient defense.  McAfee  v.  Bending,  36  Ind.  App.  628,  76 
N.  E.  412. 

Where  throughout  the  transactions  involving  the  sale  of  dcr 
fendant's  property  by  plaintiff,  a  broker,  defendant  believed 
that  she  was  dealing  with  the  purchaser  alone,  to  whom  her 
written  contract  of  sale  was  executed  and  delivered,  the  facts 
that  immediate  •  assignment  was  made  by  the  purchaser  to  an- 
other, followed  by  the  procurement  from  defendant  of  a  written 
ratification,  with  a  modification  giving  to  the  assignee  the  right 
to  a  conveyance,  and  the  payment  by  such  assignee  of  the  pur- 
chaser's check,  given  in  part  payment  of  the  purchase  price, 
were  circumstances  tending  to  support  her  claim  that  the  con- 
tract was  procured  through  the  misrepresentations  of  all  of  the 
parties  acting  in  concert.  Kurinsky  v.  Lynch,  201  Mass.  28, 
87  N.  E.  70. 
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Sec.  297.    Deposits. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  of  land  at  a 
designated  price,  under  an  agreement  whereby  the  owner  is  to 
furnish  a  perfect  abstract  of  title  on  a  deposit  of  ten  per  cent 
of  the  price  by  the  purchaser  has  earned  his  commissions  when 
he  produces  a  purchaser  willing  to  buy  on  the  prescribed  terms, 
and  where  the  owner  afterwards  induces  his  title  to  be  rejected 
for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  sale,  the  broker's  return  of  the 
deposit  in  compliance  with  the  contract  of  sale,  though  without 
the  owner's  knowledge,  does  not  affect  his  right  to  his  commis- 
sion. Phelps  V.  Preuesch,  83  Cal.  626,  23  P.  1111.  A  real 
estate  broker  acting  for  a  vendor  is  entitled,  in  the  absence  of 
a  ontract  to  the  contrary,  to  a  commission  on  a  deposit  made 
by  the  prospective  purchaser  and  forfeited  by  him.  Pierce  v. 
Powell,  57  111.  323 ;  Gilder  v.  Davis,  137  N.  Y.  504,  33  N.  E. 
590,  20  L.  R.  A.  398 ;  Bowersox  v.  HaU,  73  Kan.  99,  84  P.  557. 
See  also  Sees.  470,  570. 

Sec.  298.    Deceit. 

Where  plaintiff  purchased  property  from  defendant,  a  broker, 
for  $7,000,  upon  his  representation  that  the  owner  would  not 
sell  it  for  less  than  that  price,  when  the  fact  was  that  the  owner 
had  consented  to  sell  it  for  $6,500,  and  the  broker's  commission, 
plaintiff  can  recover  in  an  action  in  deceit,  $500,  less  a  reason- 
able commission  to  defendant.  Kice  v.  Porter,  21  Ky.  L.  R. 
871,  22  Ky.  L.  R.  1704,  53  S.  W.  285,  61  S.  W.  266. 

Defendant  asked  a  real  estate  broker  to  obtain  a  purchaser 
for  his  farm,  which  the  broker  did,  at  the  same  time  demanding 
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large  commissionsy  which,  he  said,  were  to  be  divided  between 
him  and  the  purchaser's  broker,  as  the  purchaser  knew;  this 
was  satisfactory  to  defendant,  but  he  wrote  as  to  the  commis- 
sion to  the  purchaser,  who  thereupon  refused  to  sign  the  con- 
tract of  sale.  Held,  that  the  broker  did  not  procure  a  pur- 
chaser on  defendant's  terms,  and  was  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sions. Smith  V.  Nicoll,  36  N.  Y.  S.  347,  91  Hun  173,  affirmed 
158  N.  Y.  696,  53  N.  E.  1132. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker,  in  order  to  make  a  sale,  repre- 
sented that  an  assessment  for  a  sewer  in  process  of  construc- 
tion near  the  property  had  been  paid,  the  owner  is  not  liable 
therefor  in  an  action  for  deceit,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that 
he  gave  the  broker  authority  to  make  such  representation,  it 
not  being  within  the  ordinary  scope  of  his  employment.  Brack- 
man  V.  Leighton,  60  Mo.  App.  38. 

An  innocent  vendor  can  not  be  sued  in  tort  for  the  fraud  of 
his  agent  in  effecting  a  sale;  in  such  a  case  the  vendee  may 
rescind  the  contract  and  reclaim  the  money  paid,  and  if  not 
repaid  may  sue  the  vendor  in  assumpsit  for  it,  or  he  may  sue 
the  agent  for  the  deceit.    Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43  N.  J.  L.  288. 

Plaintiff  employed  defendant  as  its  agent  to  buy  a  mine  for 
not  to  exceed  $150,000.  Defendant  actually  bought  it  for 
$90,000,  concealed  the  fact  from  plaintiff,  fraudulently  caused 
it  to  be  conveyed  to  a  confederate  and  by  representing  that  he 
had  bought  it  for  $150,000,  induced  plaintiff  to  execute  a  con- 
tract with  the  confederate,  agreeing  to  buy  the  mine  at  that 
price,  $20,000  to  be  paid  in  cash,  $90,000  in  one  year,  and 
$40,000  in  eighteen  months;  plaintiff  paid  the  cash  payment, 
and  after  obtaining  a  reduction  of  the  remainder  to  $110,000, 
paid  that  sum  also;  thus,  by  reason  of  defendant's  fraud  paying 
$40,000  more  than  the  actual  price  for  which  defendant  pur- 
chased for  his  account.  Held,  that  these  facts  alleged  and  found 
sufficiently  made  out  a  case  of  damages  for  deceit  and  fraud, 
and  entitled  plaintiff  to  a  judgment  recovered  for  $40,000.  Ot, 
Western  Oold  Co.  v.  Chambers  (Cal.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  6. 

A  broker  employed  by  the  owner  to  procure  a  purchaser  of 
real  estate  was  entitled  to  retain  for  his  services  the  sum  in 
excess  of  $10,000  realized  from  a  sale.  The  broker  fraudulently 
induced  a  purchaser  to  purchase  the  land  for  $12,500,  and 
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fraudulently  induced  the  purchaser  to  sell  his  own  land  to 
the  broker,  who  agreed  to  pay  $2,527  to  the  owner  to  apply 
on  the  price  of  the  land  purchased  from  the  owner.  Held,  that 
the  purchaser,  electing  to  rescind  the  contract  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  could  not  recover  the  $2,500  as  an  element  of  damages 
in  an  action  of  deceit  against  the  broker.  Gordon  v.  Rhodes 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  117  S.  W.  1023.  Certified  questions  an- 
swered, 116  S.  W.  40. 

Sec.  299.    Action  for  damages. 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  purchase  or  to  make  a  sale  of 
lands  and  the  principal  refuses  to  accept  or  to  part  with  the 
property,  as  the  case  may  be,  or  otherwise  breaks  the  contract 
of  employment,  the  broker  may  maintain  an  action  for  a  breach 
of  the  contract.  Atkinson  v.  Peck,  114  N.  C.  597,  19  S.  E.  628; 
Roberts  v.  Barnes,  1  Cab.  &  E.  (Eng.)  336;  Burnet  v.  Edling, 
19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775;  Henry  &  Sons  v.  Colo. 
F.  &  L.  S.  Co.,  164  F.  986. 

Although  as  a  general  rule  a  contract  with  an  agent  to  sell 
land,  within  a  certain  time,  is  revocable  before  the  termination 
of  the  time  specified,  yet  if  the  agent  has  rendered  service  in 
relation  thereto,  he  may  sue  the  principal  for  a  breach  of  the 
contract  and  recover  damages.  Oreen  v.  Cole,  103  Mo.  70,  15 
S.  W.  317;  Durkee  v.  Ounn,  41  Kan.  496,  21  P.  637;  Bathrik 
V.  Coffin,  43  N.  Y.  S.  313,  13  App.  Div.  101 ;  Rowan  v.  Hull,  55 
W.  Va.  335|  47  S.  E.  92;  Tappin  v.  Henley,  11  Weekly  Rep. 
(Eng.)  466.    See  also  Sec.  22. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  having  a  contract  to  sell  lands  to  a 
third  person  at  an  advanced  price  purchases  the  land  himself 
for  his  principal,  without  disclosing  to  him  that  such  is  the  con- 
tract, which  he  thereafter  completes,  renders  himself  liable  to 
his  principal  in  damages.  Kingsley  v.  Wheeler,  95  Minn.  360, 
104  N.  W.  543. 

An  owner  of  land,  which  his  agent  has  sold,  can  not  recover 
damages  from  that  agent  for  fraud,  where  such  owner,  knowing 
of  a  resale  by  the  vendee  and  suspecting  his  agent  of  connivance 
in  said  resale  at  an  advanced  price,  refuses,  while  the  contract 
is  still  executory,  to  avail  himself  of  the  usual  means  of  ascer- 
taining the  truth,  and,  nevertheless,  executes  the  contract.    Ber- 
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ileson  v.  Vanderhoff,  96  Minn.  184,  104  N.  W.  820.     See  also 
Sec.  24. 

Where  a  contract  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser 
stipulates  that  the  commissions  shall  be  paid  only  when  a  sale 
is  effected,  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  unless  a 
sale  is  effected,  though  he  may  be  entitled  to  damages  for  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  owner  in  preventing  a  sale.  McDermott  v. 
Mahoney  (Iowa  Sup.  '08),  115  N.  W.  32,  139  Iowa  292;  affirm- 
ing on  rehearing,  106  N.  W.  925. 

An  action  for  damages  will  lie  against  a  real  estate  agent 
delivering  a  contract  for  the  exchange  of  property  to  the  other 
party,  in  violation  of  the  principal's  instructions.  Hawes  v. 
Burkholz,  114  N.  Y.  S.  765. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  is  employed  for  a  definite  period 
to  procure  a  purchaser  for  the  property  of  the  owner,  and  the 
broker  is  discharged  without  cause,  before  the  expiration  of  the 
period,  or  is  not  permitted  to  undertake  the  performance  of 
the  contract,  the  owner  is  liable  to  the  agent  for  the  damages. 
Johnson  v.  Buchanan  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  875.  A 
broker  may  recover  anticipated  profits  as  damages  for  breach  of 
his  contract  of  employment.  Blumenthal  v.  Bridges  (Ark.  Sup. 
'09),  120  S.  W.  974. 

Where  the  buyer  of  real  estate  receives  a  deed  therefor,  with 
special  warranty  against  incumbrances,  and  pays  over  the  pur- 
chase price  to  the  brokers  of  the  seller,  the  buyer  can  recover  on 
such  warranty  from  the  seller,  where  it  develops  that  the 
brokers  thereafter  accounted  to  the  seller  for  the  difference 
between  an  existing  incuihbrance  on  the  property  and  the  pur- 
chase price,  but  fraudulently  failed  to  pay  and  secure  a  re- 
lease of  such  incumbrance.    Bdbson  v.  Cox^  32  App.  D.  C.  542. 

Defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  procure  an  exchange  of 
land  of  defendant's  to  a  third  person.  It  was  orally  agreed 
that  the  third  person  should  pay  plaintiff  his  commission,  and 
the  contract  between  defendant  and  the  third  person  for  the 
exchange  was  also  oral.  Defendant  refused  to  consummate  the 
exchange  and  plaintiff  lost  his  commission.  Held,  that  as  the 
oral  contract  for  the  exchange  of  real  estate,  though  unenforce- 
able, under  the  statute  of  frauds,  may  be  lawfully  performed, 
the  fact  that  the  third  person  could  not  enforce  the  agreement 
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did  not  deprive  plaintiff  of  his  action  for  damages  against  de- 
fendant for  the  loss  of  his  commissions.  Bird  v.  Blackwell  (Mo. 
App.  '09),  115  S.  W.  487. 

If  the  vendor's  broker  misrepresented  the  acreag*^.  and  the 
purchaser  relied  on  the  representations,  the  purcnaser  can 
recover  compensation  for  any  material  shortage,  not  exceeding 
the  price  per  acre  paid.  F arris  v.  Oilder  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09), 
115  S.  W.  645. 

Sec.  300.    Measure  of  damages. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  undertakes  to  sell  the  realty  of  his 
principal  without  legal  authority  to  bind  such  principal,  does 
not  render  him  responsible  for  any  defect  in  the  title  of  the 
principal.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  of  other  damages  the 
measure  of  the  agent's  liability  to  the  purchaser  in  such  case 
is  the  excess  of  the  market  value  of  the  principal 's  title,  whether 
good  or  bad,  over  the  contract  price.  Oesiring  v.  Fisher,  46 
Mo.  App.  603. 

In  an  action  against  an  agent  for  fraudulent  representations 
as  to  the  location  of  real  estate  sold  by  him  to  plaintiff,  after  a 
disafSrmance  of  the  contract,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the 
actual  loss  sustained,  and  not  the  difference  between  the  actual 
value  of  the  property  conveyed  and  the  price.  Roberts  v^  Hoi- 
liday,  10  S.  D.  576,  74  N.  W.  1034;  Duncan  v.  Holder  (N.  M. 
'10),  107  P.  685. 

A  contract  authorized  the  plaintiffs  to  sell  a  tract  of  land  of 
seven  thousand  acres,  and  provided  that  the  tract  should  be  sub- 
divided, and  an  asking  price  agreed  on  for  the  smaller  tracts; 
plaintiffs  were  to  have  five  per  cent,  for  lands  sold  at  the 
minimum  price,  and  one-half  of  the  excess  for  those  sold  above 
that  price,  but  no  commissions  on  the  value  of  the  improve- 
ments ;  plaintiff  sold  and  defendant  conveyed  to  the  purchasers 
large  quantities  of  the  land,  but  he  revoked  the  contract  before 
all  the  land  had  been  surveyed  or  the  time  expired.  Held,  that 
it  was  not  contemplated  that  the  land  should  all  be  surveyed 
and  subdivided  before  sales  were  made,  and  the  fact  that  it 
had  not  all  been  surveyed  did  not  authorize  revoking  the  con- 
tract; it  appearing  that  plaintiff  would  probably  have  sold  all 
the  lands  within  the  time  limited,  their  damages  should  be  com- 
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puted  at  one-half  the  difference  between  what  the  lands  would 
have  brought  at  the  average  price  of  that  already  sold  and  the 
minimum  price,  excluding  the  two  hundred  acres  with  the  im- 
provements, and  deducting  the  probable  expense  of  selling  and 
the  amount  already  paid  by  defendant.  McLane  v.  Maurier,  28 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  75,  66  S.  W.  '693,  1108. 

In  order  to  entitle  the  prospective  purchaser  of  a  lot  to  dam- 
ages from  an  agent  for  his  breach  of  his  contract  of  agency  to 
purchase  the  lot,  the  damages  must  be  such  as  are  the  probable 
and  natural  result  of  the  breach,  and  where  the  defendant  was 
to  purchase  the  lot  for  plaintiff  at  not  to  exceed  a  certain  price, 
and  purchased  it  at  a  less  price,  and  took  the  title  in  his  own 
name  and  refused  to  transfer  it  to  plaintiff,  whose  purpose  in 
buying  the  lot  was  to  erect  a  sanitarium  thereon,  plaintiff  can 
not  recover  as  damages  the  difference  in  the  price  of  material 
and  labor  between  the  date  of  the  contract  and  the  time  of 
the  suit,  time  being  not  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  and 
plaintiff  having  at  the  time  no  contract  for  the  building  at  a 
fixed  price,  and  there  being  no  allegation  or  proof  that  defend- 
ant knew  that  the  price  of  labor  and  material  was  going  up, 
or  that  plaintiff  was  bound  by  a  contract  to  build,  which  he  was 
to  perform  within  a  certain  time,  those  damages  are,  under  the 
circumstances,  too  remote  and  speculative  to  be  attributed  to 
defendant's  breach  of  the  contract.  Harrison  v.  Craven,  188 
Mo.  590,  87  S.  W.  962. 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  the  revocation  of  authority  to 
sell  land,  nothing  more  than  nominal  damages  can  be  recovered, 
when  the  agent  fails  to  show  that  he  could  have  made  a  sale 
on  the  principal's  terms.  Milligan  v.  Owens,  123  Iowa  285,  98 
N.  W.  792. 

In  the  case  of  a  breach  by  a  vendor  of  his  contract  to  con- 
vey, the  measure  of  plaintiff's  damages  is  the  amount  which  he 
would  have  received  as  compensation  had  defendant  complied 
ivith  his  contract.  Atkinson  v.  Peck,  114  N.  C.  597,  19  S.  E. 
628;  Young  v.  Metcalf  Land  Co.  (N.  D.  Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W. 
1101.  Where  an  agent  in  completing  a  contract  for  his  prin- 
cipal for  the  sale  of  her  real  estate,  secures  the  agreed  com- 
pensation, with  the  exception  of  taking  a  different  security  for 
the   deferred  payment  amounting  to  $730  and  interest,  the 
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measure  of  damages  resulting  to  the  principal  from  the  act 
of  the  agent  is  the  difference  in  value  between  the  security  con- 
tracted for  and  that  recovered,  not  exceeding  $730.  Lunn  v. 
Guthrie,  88  N.  W.  1060,  115  Iowa,  501;  Hindrick  v.  Brady  (S. 
D.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  777. 

For  the  breach  of  a  contract  to  pay  a  real  estate  agent  a 
specified  sum  as  commissions  for  finding  a  purchaser,  the  meas- 
ure of  damages  is  the  commission  agreed  to  be  paid.  Tuffree  v. 
Bindford,  130  Iowa  532,  107  N.  W.  425.  Where  a  broker  em- 
ployed to  sell  land  was  to  receive  as  his  compensation  anything 
that  he  could  obtain  for  the  land  above  a  specified  sum,  in  an 
action  against  the  landowner  for  failure  to  perform  the  contract 
with  the  purchaser  produced  by  plaintiff,  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages was  the  amount  of  the  commissions  earned  and  lost.  Young 
V.  Ruhwedel,  119  Mo.  App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228;  Canfield  v. 
Orange,  13  N.  D.  622,  102  N.  W.  313.  The  measure  of  damages 
for  the  breach  of  a  contract  employing  a  broker  to  sell  land  is 
either  the  compensation  fixed  by  the  contract,  or  a  reasonable 
compensation  for  his  services.  Dal  v.  Fisher  (S.  D.  Supreme 
'06),  107  N.  W.  534;  Hancock  v.  Stacetj  (Tex.  Sup.  '10),  125 
S.  W.  884;  Johnson  v.  Buchanan  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116 
S.  W.  875. 

The  expenses  incurred  by  the  broker  in  advertising  and  sell- 
ing a  client's  land  are  not  elements  of  damages,  in  an  action 
to  recover  commissions  alleged  to  have  been  lost  by  his  client's 
refusal  to  convey  to  the  purchaser  whom  the  broker  had  ob- 
.  tained,  and  hence  the  admission  cf  evidence  of  such  expenses  is 
prejudicial  error.  Burnet  v.  Edling,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711, 
48  S.  W.  775.  In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  com- 
missions, it  was  error  to  tell  the  jury,  in  answer  to  questions 
by  their  foreman,  that  they  were  not  bound  by  any  rule  in 
fixing  damages,  as  the  court  should  have  charged  them  that  the 
rule  was  the  customary  commissions  in  such  cases,  or  if  the 
evidence  was  insuflBcient  on  that  ground,  what  would  be  a  fair 
compensation.  Hartman  v.  Warner,  75  Conn.  197,  52  A.  719. 
Defendant  prior  to  his  purchase  of  certain  land  contracted  to 
pay  plaintiff,  who  negotiated  the  purchase,  one-third  of  the 
profits  to  be  derived  from  a  subsequent  sale  thereof,  no  time 
for  the  sale  was  fixed,   and   defendant  having?  died  without 
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making  a  sale,  his  personal  representative  repudiated  the  plain- 
tiff's interest  and  refused  to  sell,  though  the  property  had 
largely  increased  in  value.  Held,  that  decedent  under  the  con- 
tract was  required  to  make  a  sale  within  a  reasonable  time,  and 
after  repudiation  of  plaintiff's  rights,  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
one-third  of  the  value  of  the  land  in  cash,  after  deducting  the 
purchase  price,  taxes  and  interest.  Kaufman  v.  Bailie,  46 
Wash.  248,  89  P.  548. 

Where  a  broker  employed  by  the  owners  of  land  to  effect  a 
sale  thereof,  pretending  to  act  for  the  principal,  made  a  con- 
tract to  sell  the  land  to  plaintiff's  assignor,  which  was  not  bind- 
ing on  the  owners,  and  plaintiff's  assignor  paid  $200  on  the 
contract,  plaintiff  can  recover,  in  an  action  for  damages  on  the 
broker's  warranty  of  authority  as  agent  to  sell.  Rowland  v. 
HaU,  106  N.  Y.  S.  55,  121  App.  Div.  459. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  division  of  a  broker's  commissions 
defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  one-half  of  the  commissions 
earned  on  the  sale,  and  defendant  admitted  receiving  $287.50, 
it  was  proper  for  the  court  to  assess  the  plaintiff's  damages  at 
one-half  of  such  sum.  McCleary  v.  Willis,  35  Wash.  676,  77 
P.  1073. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  his  share  of  the  profits 
derived  from  a  sale  procured  by  him  of  a  mine  under  an  agree- 
ment to  divide  **in  such  proportion  as  would  be  just  and  right;" 
the  evidence  was  in  irreconcilable  conflict  as  to  the  customary 
division,  many  witnesses  testifying  that  the  usual  division  was 
fifty  per  cent.,  while  others  testified  that  the  customary  division 
varied  from  two  and  one-half  to  ten  per  cent,  of  the  net  profits, 
a  decree  allowing  ten  per  cent,  was  proper.  Law  v.  Seeley,  37 
Wash.  166,  79  P.  606. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  certain  land  for  $75,000, 
at  a  commission  of  $2,000,  and  after  he  had  interested  a  pur- 
chaser his  authority  was  revoked  and  the  land  was  sold  by  his 
employer  for  $65,000,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  only  his 
contract  commissions,  with  interest  thereon,  and  not  the  custom- 
ary commissions  or  reasonable  value  of  his  services.  McOovern 
V.  Bennett,  146  Mich.  558,  109  N.  W.  1055,  13  D.  L.  N.  853; 
Finch  V.  Pierce,  103  N.  Y.  S.  765,  53  Misc.  554. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  delivered  a  contract  for  the  ex- 
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change  of  property  to  the  other  party,  in  violation  of  his  prin- 
di pal's  instructions,  the  damage  sustained  by  the  principal  in 
consequence  of  his  refusal  to  perform  the  contract,  and  the 
expense  of  defending  a  suit  by  the  other  party's  assignee  for 
breach  of  the  contract,  and  of  a  suit  by  the  agent  for  commis- 
sions, are  proper  elements  of  recovery.  Hawes  v.  Burkholz,  114 
N.  Y.  S.  765. 

Where  a  principal  makes  sales  of  land  within  the  time  for 
which  he  had  listed  it  with  a  broker,  the  measure  of  the  broker's 
recovery  is  the  profit  he  would  have  realized  if  he  had  been 
permitted  to  perform.  Blume^ithal  v.  Bridges  (Ark.  Sup.  '09), 
120  S.  W.  974.  Contra,  Milligan  v.  Owens,  123  Iowa,  285,  98 
N.  W.  792. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation  for  procuring  a 
purchaser  before  his  authority  to  sell  was  wrongfully  revoked, 
where  the  jury,  on  sufiicient  evidence,  awarded  the  same  amount 
that  the  parties  had  agreed  on  in  case  of  sale,  it  is  immaterial 
whether  the  contract  price  or  the  value  of  the  services  ren- 
dered should  have  been  applied  in  ascertaining  the  damages. 
Hancock  v.  Stacy  (Tex.  Sup.  '10),  125  S.  W.  884. 

Where  a  broker  sued  on  his  contract  for  commissions,  his  dam- 
ages were  limited  to  those  he  sustained  by  breach  of  the  con- 
tract, and  he  was  not  entitled  to  any  part  of  the  profits  made 
by  defendants  on  a  subsequent  sale  of  the  land.  Montgomery 
V.  Amsler  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W.  307. 

Sec.  301.    Clerks. 

A  contract  whereby  for  a  consideration  moving  from  a  third 
person,  a  clerk  agrees  to  induce  his  employer  to  accept  a  lower 
price  for  property  about  to  be  sold  than  was  first  asked,  can 
not  be  enforced,  in  the  absence  of  a  showing  that  the  em- 
ployer knew  that  his  clerk  was  serving  the  interests  of  the 
purchaser,  such  a  contract  being  against  good  morals.  Summers 
V.  Cary,  74  N.  Y.  S.  980,  69  App.  Div.  428. 

Where  the  clerk  of  a  broker  employed  to  make  a  sale  of  land, 
who  has  access  to  the  correspondence  between  his  principal  and 
the  vendor,  purchases  the  land  himself,  though  the  price  paid 
be  fair,  and  there  is  no  actual  fraud,  he  will  be  compelled  at 
the  suit  of  the  vendor  to  reconvey  such  portion  of  the  land  as 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.  197 

remains  in  his  hands,  and  to  account  for  the  proceeds  of  what 
he  has  sold.    Gardner  v.  Ogden,  22  N.  Y.  327. 

Sec.  302.    Oondnct  of  broker. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  finding  a  purchaser 
it  appeared  that  the  contract  provided  that  the  terms  of  pay- 
ment should  be  $10,000  within  five  days,  $5,000  additional  on 
promises,  etc.,  that  at  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the  last 
day  for  making  a  sale,  as  provided  by  the  contract,  plaintiffs 
and  one  B.  met  defendants,  and  B.  offered  himself  as  a  pur- 
chaser and  tendered  a  check  for  $10,000  as  the  first  payment; 
that  the  check  was  declined  by  defendant  as  not  equivalent 
to  money,  whereupon  they  were  informed  that  the  money  would 
be  produced  on  the  opening  of  the  bank;  that  defendants  said 
they  would  allow  until  10  o'clock,  and  plaintiffs  and  B.  endeav- 
ored to  tender  payment  to  defendant,  but  were  eluded  all  day 
by  the  latter,  and  at  10  o'clock  defendant  sold  the  land  to 
another  person;  B.  had  made  no  written  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  land.  Held,  that  defendants  were  liable.  Oullahan 
V.  Baldwin,  100  Cal.  648,  35  P.  310. 
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Sec.  303.    Debt  of  another. 

Plaintiff,  as  broker,  sold  property  of  S.  to  C,  and  defendant 
was  employed  to  draw  a  contract  of  sale,  but  on  finding  that 
S.  had  failed,  defendant  postponed  drawing  the  contract,  and 
later,  though  without  title,  he  contracted  with  C.  to  sell  him  the 
property,  and  received  from  C.  part  of  the  price  which  he 
handed  to  S.,  whereupon  title  was  transferred  to  him,  and  he 
made  a  conveyance  to  C. ;  defendant  at  no  time  had  any  per- 
sonal interest  in  the  property,  and  acted  solely  as  the  agent  of 
C.  for  the  purpose  of  transfer,  and  did  not  employ  plaintiffs, 
nor  agree  to  pay  them  a  commission ;  but  before  the  title  vested 
in  defendant  he  told  one  of  the  plaintiffs  that  **the  matter 
would  go  through,"  tliat  he  was  the  owner  of  the  property,  and 
would  make  the  contract  himself,  and  if  plaintiffs  were  anxious 
he  would  then  pay  half  of  the  commissions  in  lieu  of  the  whole 
when  the  contract  was  closed.  Held,  that  the  promise  to  pay 
plaintiff  was  either  a  parol  promise  to  pay  another's  debt,  or 
an  original  promise,  without  consideration,  and  therefore  void. 

Smythe  v.  Mack,  19  N.  Y.  S.  347,  64  Hun,  639. 
198 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.  199 

Sec.  304.    Discretion. 

A  power  to  sell  **the  one-half  of  a  lot  of  land,  without 
specifying  which,  or  whether  an  undivided  one-half,  empowers 
the  attorney  to  sell  one-half  in  severalty,  and  to  exercise  hiKS 
own  discretion  as  to  which  half.  Alemany  v.  Daly,  36  Cal.  90. 
Where  the  plaintiff  alleged  an  agreement  whereby  he  was  to 
sell  certain  land  for  enough  cash  to  confirm  the  sale,  meaning 
thereby  enough  to  make  the  land  g^ood  for  the  deferred  pay- 
ment, and  the  balance  to  remain  on  time,  it  is  not  error  to  over- 
rule the  defendant's  objection  that  it  is  not  a  matter  of  law 
how  much  cash  confirms  a  sale,  for  such  a  power  carries  with 
it  some  discretion.  Taylor  v.  Cox  (Tex.  Sup.  1887),  7  S.  W. 
69:  SmitJ}  v.  Keller,  151  111.  518.  38  N.  E.  250;  Bourke  v.  Van 
Kcuren,  20  Colo.  95,  36  P.  882. 

Sec.  305.    Double  liability. 

Where  a  purchaser  is  produced  and  a  sale  consummated  by 
one  of  two  brokers  who  have  the  property  for  sale,  and  a  com- 
mission paid  him  by  the  owner,  the  fact  that  the  other  broker 
has,  by  advertising,  found  a  customer,  and  by  interviews  induced 
him  to  make  the  purchase,  will  not  make  the  owner  liable  to 
him  also.  Daniels  v.  Colnmhia  11  eights  Ld.  Co,,  9  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  483;  Winans  v.  Jacques,  10  Daly  (N.  Y.)  487. 

An  instruction  that  an  employer  of  two  or  more  real  estate 
brokers  may  make  a  sale  to  a  buyer  produced  by  either,  and  is 
not  bound  to  decide  which  is  the  primary  cause  of  the  pur- 
chase, is  properly  refused  when  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
employer  of  two  brokers,  sued  by  one  of  them,  had  full  notice 
that  he  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale.  Eggleston  v. 
Austin,  27  Kan.  245.  The  court  properly  charged  that,  as  there 
are  different  kinds  of  sales  of  land,  and  such  contract  does 
not  specify  the  kind,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  from  the 
evidence  and  the  letters  forming  the  contract,  and  the  attend- 
ing circumstances,  as  to  whether  it  included  only  the  auction 
sales,  or  both  auction  and  private  sales,  for  which  plaintiff  was 
to  receive  a  commission.  Coolican  v.  MiL  di  8,  St.  M.  Im.  Co, 
79  Wis.  471,  48  N.  W.  717. 

Defendant,  living  in  New  York,  placed  a  farm  in  the  hands 
of  plaintiff  and  8.,  two  different  real  estate  agents  in  Winnipeg 
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for  sale.  Plaintiff  found  a  purchaser  at  $12  per  acre  in  cash, 
and  informed  defendant  by  letter.  Defendant  replied,  accept- 
ing the  offer,  and  asking  plaintiff  to  call  on  S.  and  arrange 
regarding  commissions,  so  as  to  avoid  having  to  pay  more  than 
one  commission.  Plaintiff  did  not  communicate  with  S.,  but 
introduced  his  purchaser  to  defendant's  solicitor  in  Winnipeg. 
This  purchaser  paid  the  solicitor  $500  on  account,  and  was 
ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  balance,  on  receipt  of  the  transfer. 
Meantime  S.  also  made  a  sale  of  the  farm  at  the  same  price. 
This  latter  sale  was  carried  through  by  defendant,  who  paid 
S.  the  usual  commission.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  his  commission,  as  he  had  done  all  that  was  necessary  to 
earn  it.    Bell  v.  RoJceby,  15  Manitoba,  327. 

Sec.  306.    Double  capacity. 

The  law  will  not  permit  a  man  to  act  in  the  double  capacity 
of  principal  and  agent.  Dwight  v.  Blackmar,  2  Mich.  330. 
Where  the  owner  of  land  agreed  to  sell  it  to  real  estate  brokers, 
who  at  first  stated  that  they  were  acting  for  themselves,  but 
afterwards,  before  the  contract  was  made,  stated  that  they  were 
acting  as  brokers,  and  the  contract  was  made  to  a  third  person, 
proof  of  their  employment  before  the  making  of  the  contract 
was  not  essential  to  their  right  to  commissions.  Shapiro  v. 
Shapiro,  103  N.  Y.  S.  305,  117  App.  Div.  817. 

Sec.  307.    Contract  in  excess  of  authority  vested  in  agent. 

Where  defendant  authorized  his  agent  to  sell  his  farm  for 
a  certain  sum,  the  first  payment  to  be  made  on  February  1st, 
a  contract  requiring  the  first  payment  to  be  made  on  March  1st, 
and  obligating  defendant  to  furnish  an  abstract  of  title,  to 
pay  taxes,  payable  after  the  purchaser  was  to  take  possession, 
and  to  credit  on  the  price  any  insurance  he  might  receive  in 
consequence  of  the  building  on  the  land  burning,  was  in  excess 
of  the  agent's  authority,  and  not  binding  on  defendant.  Strong 
V.  Ross,  33  Tnd.  App.  586,  71  N.  E.  819 ;  Staten  v.  Hammer,  121 
Iowa  499 ;  96  N.  W.  964 ;  Fleming  v.  Burke,  122  Iowa,  433,  98 
N.  W.  288;  Plajier  v.  Equitable  L.  A,  Soc,  (N.  J.  Ch.  '97),  37 
A.  668;  John  Ound  Brewing  Co.  v.  Tourtelott  (Minn.  Sup.  '09), 
121  N.  W.  417:  Larson  v.  Newman  (N.  D.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W. 
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202 ;  Turner  v.  Baker,  225  Pa.  259,  74  A.  172 ;  Deming  Inv,  Co. 
V.  CooUdge  (Colo.  Sup.  '09),  104  P.  392;  Ka^  v.  Conkrite,  64 
lU.  App.  208;  Sattler  v.  Oliver,  138  111.  200,  affirmed  233  111. 
536,  84  N.  E.  652.  See  Sees.  310,  324,  330,  337,  337b,  339,  340, 
342,  343,  354,  355,  363,  364,  372,  373,  381,  386,  427,  547,  548, 
549,  597. 

Sec.  307a.    Contract  of  broker  varjring  from  instructions  will 
not  be  enforced. 

Where  a  broker  to  sell  has  power  to  sign  a  contract,  if  the 
contract  signed  by  him  varies  from  his  instructions,  the  prin- 
cipal will  not  be  bound  by  it,  and  it  will  not  be  specifically  en- 
forced against  the  latter.  Morris  v.  Ruddy,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  236. 
See  also  reference  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  307b.    An  agent  who  makes  a  contract  either  without 
authority  or  in  excess  of  authority  given,  binds  himself. 

An  agent  who  makes  a  contract  either  without  authority  or 
or  in  excess  of  authority,  binds  himself.  Moore  v.  Wilson,  26 
Poster  (N.  H.)  332;  Meech  v.  Smith,  7  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  315; 
Roberts  v.  Button,  14  Ver.  195;  Royce  v.  Allen,  28  Ver.  234; 
Bank  of  Hamburg  v.  Way,  4  Strobh.  (S.  C.)  87;  Layny  v. 
Stewart,  1  W.  &  S.  (Pa.)  222;  Feeter  v.  Heath,  11  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  478. 

Sec.  307c.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  where  lots  were 
sold  out  of  the  order  provided  for. 

Persons  employed  to  sell  certain  lots  of  land  at  prices  named 
in  a  written  contract  of  employment,  the  lots  to  be  sold  onl> 
in  the  order  enumerated  in  the  contract,  were  not  entitled  to 
commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  lots  not  in  their 
order,  though  the  owner's  refusal  was  not  based  on  that  ground. 
Stearns  v.  Jennings,  128  Wis.  379,  107  N.  W.  327.  See  also 
Sec.  340. 

Sec.  308.    Exoneration. 

A  broker,  through  negligence,  loaned  on  second  mortgage 
some  money  which,  for  compensation,  he  had  undertaken  to 
loan  on  first  mortgage  security,  but  before  the  loan  became  due 
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the  lender,  with  other  creditors  of  the  borrower,  signed  a  com- 
position releasing  him  from  personal  liability  beyond  the  lien 
of  the  mortgage.  Held,  that  this  released  the  broker  from  his 
contingent  liability  to  the  lender.    Nicolai  v.  Lyon,  8  Ore.  56. 

k 

Sec.  309.    Expenses. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  is  merely  promised  a  commission  for 
making  a  sale,  is  not  also  entitled  to  recover  for  expenses  in- 
curred in  procuring  a  purchaser.  Reynolds-McGuinness  Co.  v. 
Oreen,  78  Vt.  28,  61  A.  556.    See  also  Sec.  561. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  fraudulently  induced  his  prin- 
cipal to  trade  property  on  a  valuation  of  $4,400,  and  sold  it  for 
$5,750,  in  an  action  by  the  principal  against  the  broker  for  the 
difference,  the  latter  could  not  recoup  the  amount  of  expenses 
incurred  in  making  the  sale,  nor  a  portion  of  the  profit  paid 
to  one  who  was  associated  with  him  in  the  fraud.  Vtm  Baulte 
V.  Epstein,  202  Mo.  173,  99  S.  W.  1077. 

A  real  estate  agent,  having  property  of  others  for  sale,  who 
requests  a  prospective  buyer  to  go  with  him  to  see  the  prop- 
erty, can  not  charge  the  latter  for  his  services  and  expenses  in 
making  such  trip.  Hale  v.  Knapp,  134  Mich.  622,  96  N.  W. 
1060. 

Where  plaintiff  was  to  have  the  proceeds  of  sale  after  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  and  the  agreed  broker's  commissions,  charges 
for  traveling  expenses  and  a  sub-agent's  fees  in  making  the  sale 
would  be  included  in  the  commission.  Lyttle  v.  Ooldberg,  131 
Wis.  613,  111  N.  W.  718. 

Sec.  310.    Employment  of  engineer. 

It  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  authority  of  persons  em- 
ployed to  collect  the  rents  of  a  building  to  employ  an  engineer 
to  take  charge  of  the  engine  therein;  a  general  agent  having 
charge  of  this  matter,  and  of  the  building  generally,  can  not 
delegate  his  authority  to  others.  Crozier  v.  Reins,  4  111.  App. 
564.    See  reference  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  311.    Fiduciary  relations. 

One  who  undertakes  to  collect  rents  and  exercise  control  over 
property  occupies  a  fiduciary  relation  which  forbids  placing 
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himself  in  antagonism  to  his  principal  witli  respect  to  such 
property.     Orumley  v.  Wehh,  44  Mo.  444. 

In  ejectment  defendant  claimed  an  equitable  title;  plaintiff's 
testator  A.,  formerly  owned  the  land  and  placed  it  with  F.  to 
sell,  who  entrusted  it,  ^dth  A.'s  consent,  to  defendant;  in  a 
short  time  defendant  wrote  to  F.  that  he  had  an  offer,  and 
enclosed  a  deed  for  A.  to  sign,  with  the  name  of  the  grantee 
omitted;  on  return  of  the  deed  signed  and  acknowledged,  de- 
fendant inserted  his  own  name  as  grantee  and  forwarded  a 
check  to  F.  for  the  price,  who  cashed  the  check  and  credited 
A.  's  account ;  the  deed  was  void  because  of  the  failure  to  insert 
the  grantee's  name  before  delivery.  Heldy  that  on  account  of 
the  defendant's  fiduciary  relations  to  A.  he  took  no  equitable 
title.  Burke  v.  Bours,  92  Cal.  108,  67  Cal.  447,  28  P.  57,  8 
P.  49. 

The  relations  between  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  land  and  his 
principal  are  of  a  fiduciary  nature,  and  the  agent's  acts  in  the 
course  of  his  employment  are  governed  by  the  same  rules  as 
those  of  a  trustee.    Butler  v.  Agnew  (Cal.  App.  '08),  99  P.  895. 

The  owner  of  certain  mineral  land  authorized  plaintiffs  to 
sell  the  same  for  $2,000,  they  to  receive  for  their  services  all 
over  that  amount  they  obtained.  F.  contracted  with  the  plain- 
tiffs to  make  the  sale  and  receive  half  of  the  profits.  F.  there- 
after formed  a  corporation  to  buy  the  land,  representing  that 
the  price  to  be  paid  the  owner  was  $5,000,  and  that  he  was  to 
receive  ten  per  cent,  thereof  for  making  a  sale.  A  sale  was 
made,  $3,000  being  paid  in  cash,  of  which  plaintiffs  recovered 
$500,  and  a  note  for  $2,000  bein?^  given  by  the  corporation  to 
the  owner  of  the  land  for  the  balance.  Held,  that  F.  sustained 
a  fiduciary  relation  to  the  corporation,  and  it  was  entitled  to 
the  land  for  the  price  actually  paid  to  the  owner,  and  hence 
plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover  any  part  of  the  amount 
agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  note.  Tagarden  Bros.  v.  Big  Star 
Zink  Co.,  71  Ark.,  277,  72  S.  W  989. 

Sec.  312.    Failure  of  broker  to  report  offer. 

Where  a  broker  who  received  a  proposition  to  sell  defendant's 
land  did  not  accept  it  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  time 
desi^mated  in  the  offer  for  its  acceptance,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
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commissions  on  the  making  of  the  sale.     Short  v.  Willing,  1 
Weekly  Notes  of  Cas.  (Pa.)  460.    See  also  Sees.  235,  431,  471. 

Sec.  313.    False  representations. 

Where  defendant  authorized  plaintiff  to  sell  real  estate, 
agreeing  to  pay  a  commission,  and  in  a  printed  form  above  the 
authorization  set  out  particulars  of  the  property,  the  selling 
price  as  $52,000  and  the  annual  rental  as  $5,325,  and  plaintiff 
procured  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  on  de- 
fendant's terms,  the  price  being  reduced  to  $49,500,  and  the 
customer  was  accepted,  and  the  sale  fell  through  only  because 
defendant  had  misrepresented  the  amount  of  annual  rental, 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  cojnmissions.  Ooodman  v.  Hess,  107 
N.  Y.  S.  112,  56  Misc.  482.  Contra,  Crockett  v.  Grayson,  98 
Va.  354,  36  S.  E.  447.    Compare  Sec.  183. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchase  of  prem- 
ises for  $8,000  in  cash  and  assumption  of  two  mortgages,  one 
having  two  years  to  run  and  the  other  payable  in  install- 
ments extending  over  a  period  of  seven  years,  procured  a 
purchaser  who  agreed  with  the  owner  for  the  purchase  of 
the^  premises  and  to  pay  $7,900  in  cash  and  to  assume  the 
mortgages  as  described ;  the  mortgages  matured  a  year  earlier 
than  had  been  represented  by  the  owTier;  the  purchaser  in- 
sisted on  a  formal  contract  embodying  the  terms  accordingly, 
and  the  owner  refused  to  execute  such  a  contract;  the  pur- 
chaser was  able  to  complete  the  purchase.  Held,  that  the 
broker  was  entitled  to  his  commissions.  Frank  v.  Connor,  107 
N.  Y.  S.  132. 

Where  a  broker,  knowing  of  the  existence  of  an  incumbrance 
and  contrary  to  his  instructions  executes  an  agreement  for 
a  sale  free  from  incumbrances,  and  deceives  his  principal  as 
to  its  contents,  he  can  not  recover  commissions.  Culp  v.  Pow- 
ell, 68  Mo.  App.  238.     See  also  Sec.  183. 

If  an  agent  eiiects  a  sale  of  the  land  of  his  principal  by 
false  representations,  or  other  fraud,  without  the  authority 
or  knowledge  of  the  principal,  the  latter  is  chargeable  with 
such  fraud  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  had  known  or  au- 
thorized it.    Law  V.  Grant,  37  Wis.  548;  Farris  v.  GUder  (T. 
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C.  A.   '09),  115  S.  W.  645;  Stelting  v.  Bank  of  Sparta,  117 
N.  W,  798,  136  Wis.  369. 

Where  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  land  accorded  to  the 
purchaser  the  right  to  **back  out"  on  paying  a  forfeiture,  the 
vendor  can  not  recover  damages  from  the  agents  on  account 
of  their  having,  by  false  representations,  induced  the  pur- 
chaser to  forfeit -the  contract.  Hetzler  v.  Morrell,  82  Iowa, 
562,  48  N.  W.  938. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

FSAX7D. 

SECTION.  SECTION. 

314.  Fraud  of  broker  against  his   318.    Fraud      of      third      persons 

principal.  against  broker. 

315.  Fraud  of  broker  against  third    319.     Fraud  of  principals  inter  »e. 

personA.  320.     Debatable  acts  of  broker  not 

316.  Fraud  of  sub-agent.  constituting  fraud. 

317.  Fraud    of    principal    against    321.    Points  of  practice  in  actions 

broker.  for  fraud. 


Sec.  314.    Fraud  of  broker  against  his  prindpaL 

If  a  broker  is  guilty  of  fraud  in  executing  his  agency  his 
right  to  commissions  is  forfeited.  Jeffries  v.  Bobbins,  66  Ean. 
427,  71  P.  852;  Kurimky  v.  Lynch  (Mass.  Sup.  '09),  87  N,  E. 
70;  Krhut  v.  Phnres,  80  Kan.  515,  103  P.  117;  Whaples  v. 
Fahy,  87  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  518,  84  N.  Y.  S.  793;  De  Armet  v. 
MUner,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  369;  Hall  v.  Oambrill,  92  Fed.  32, 
34  C.  C.  A.  190;  Schleifanbaum  v.  Rundbaken,  81  Conn.  623, 
71  A.  899. 

In  one  case  it  was  held  that  a  broker  employed  to  find  a 
buyer  is  guilty  of  fraud  when  he  seeks  to  induce  the  prin- 
cipal to  reduce  the  price.  Hobart  v.  Shelburne,  66  Minn.  171, 
68  N.  W.  841.  Contra,  Gorman  v.  Hayes,  6  Okla.  360,  50  P. 
92.  See  also  Sees.  290,  291,  1046a.  A  broker  may  be  de- 
prived of  his  right  to  commissions  by  the  fraudulent  conduct 
or  misrepresentations  of  third  persons  in  privity  with  him. 
Thwing  v.  Clifford,  136  Mass.  482,  If  a  broker  conceals  the 
purchaser's  name  and  puts  forward  a  fictitious  purchaser,  it 
constitutes  a  fraud  in  law,  and  deprives  him  of  his  ripht  to 
commissions  for  procuring  a  buyer,  Pratt  v.  Patterson,  12 
Phila.   (Pa.)  460,  112  Pa.  St.  475. 

A  broker  who  acts  secretly  for  both  parties  to  an  exchange, 
purchase,  sale  or  lease  of  property  is  guilty  of  fraud  which 

206 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.  207 

deprives  him  of  the  right  to  recover  commissions  from  either 
party.  Tigarder  v.  Big  Stone  Zinc  Co.,  71  Ark.  277,  72  S.  W. 
789;  Deutsch  v.  Baxter,  9  Colo.  App.  58,  47  P.  405;  Hanesley 
V.  Monroe,  103  Ga.  279,  29  S.  E.  928 ;  Van  Vlissingen  v.  Blum, 
92  111.  App.  145 ;  Hampton  v.  Lackens,  72  111.  App.  442 ;  Boyd 
v.  Dillingham,  33  111.  App.  266;  Simonds  v.  Hoover,  35  Ind. 
412;  Blake  v.  Stump,  73  Md.  160,  20  A.  788,  10  L.  R.  A.  103; 
Rice  V.  Wood,  113  Mass.  133;  Walker  v.  Osgood,  98  Mass. 
348;  Farnsworth  v.  Hemmer,  1  Allen  (Mass.),  494;  Rosenthal 
V.  Drake,  82  Mo.  App.  358;  Chapman  v.  Currie,  51  Mo.  App. 
40;  Strowbridge  v.  fifw^an,  43  Neb.  281,  62  N.  W.  199;  Camp- 
hell  V.  Baxter,  41  Neb.  729,  60  N.  W.  90;  Robinson  v.  Clock, 
55  N.  Y.  S.  976,  38  App.  Div,  67 ;  Southack  v.  Lane,  65  N.  Y. 
S.  629,  32  ]Misc.  141;  Perkins  v.  Brainerd  Quarry  Co.,  32  N. 
Y.  S.  230,  11  Misc.  328;  Piatt  v.  Baldwin,  2  N.  Y.  City  Ct. 
281;,  Capener  v.  ZTo^fdn,  40  0.  St.  203;  Hann  v.  Bretler,  107 
N.  Y.  S.  78;  Bell  v.  McConnell,  37  0.  St.  396;  Connell  v. 
SmtY/i,  142  Pa.  St.  25,  21  A.  793,  12  L.  R.  A.  395;  Lynch  v. 
Faller,  11  R.  I.  311;  Armstrong  v.  O'Brien,  83  Tex.  635,  19 
S.  W.  268 ;  Shepard  v.  Hill,  6  Wash.  605,  34  P.  159 ;  Meyer  v. 
Hanchett,  39  Wis.  419;  Bellin  v.  Wein,  104  N.  Y.  S.  360. 
Mechem  on  Ag.  Sees.  37,  38. 

Unless  the  principals  knew  of  the  duplicate  agency  and  con- 
sented thereto  or  acquiesced  therein.  Hanesley  v.  Monroe,  103 
Ga.  279,  29  S.  E.  928;  Boyd  v.  Dillingham,  33  111.  App.  266; 
Oann  v.  Zetler,  3  Ga.  App.  589,  60  S.  E.  283 ;  Rice  v.  Wood, 
113  ^ilsss  133;  Walker  v.  Osgood,  98  Mass.  348;  Farnsworth 
V.  Hemmer,  1  Allen  (Mass.),  494;  Redmund  Bros,  v.  Hooks, 
137  Iowa,  228,  114  N.  W.  885;  Rosenthal  v.  DraAie,  82  Mo. 
App.  358;  Chapm4in  v.  Currie,  51  Mo.  App.  40;  Strowbridge 
v.  i8fu?an,  43  Neb.  781,  62  N.  W.  199;  Dennison  v.  Oault,  132 
Mo.  App.  301,  111  S.  W.  844;  Campbell  v.  Baxter,  41  Neb. 
729,  60  N.  W.  90;  Lansing  v.  Bliss,  33  N.  Y.  S.  310,  86  Hun, 
205;  B&nwell  v.  Auld,  21  N.  Y.  S.  936,  affirmed  29  N.  Y.  S. 
15,  9  Misc.  65;  Bonwell  v.  Howes,  1  N.  Y.  S.  435;  Bellin  v. 
Wein,  104  N.  Y.  S.  360;  Piatt  v.  Baldwin,  2  N.  Y.  City  Ct. 
281;  Willner  v.  Scale.  Ill  N.  Y.  S.  699,  127  A.  D.  180;  Co- 
pener  v.  ITogFfln,  40  0.  St.  203;  Bell  v.  McConnell,  37  0.  St. 
396;   Evans  v.   Rockett,  32  Pa.   Super.   Ct.   365;   Connell  v. 
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Smith,  142  Pa.  St.  25,  21  A.  793,  12  L.  R.  A.  395;  Sullivan 
V.  Tufts  (Mass.  Sup.  '09),  89  N.  E.  239;  Lynch  v.  Falter,  11 
R.  I.  311;  Meyer  v.  Hanchett,  39  Wis.  419;  Selevar  v.  Isle 
Harbor  Ld,  Co.,  91  Minn.  451,  98  N.  W.  344 ;  Lakin  v.  Nordyke, 
66  Iowa,  471 ;  Red  Cypress  Lumber  Co,  v.  Perry,  118  Ga.  &76, 
45  S.  E.  674;  Berry  v.  Schmidt,  57  N.  W.  172;  Zimmerman  v. 
Oarvey,  81  Conn.  570,  71  A.  780;  Arthur  v.  Porter  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  127;  Orasinger  v.  Lucas  (S.  D. 
Sup.  '09),  123  N.  W.  77;  Upscomb  v.  Mastin  (Mo.  App.  '10), 
125  S.  W.  1177. 

If  a  broker  has  an  individual  interest  in  the  transaction  he 
is  employed  to  negotiate,  and  fails  to  disclose  the  fact  to  the 
principal,  this  constitutes  a  fraud  which  deprives  him  of  the 
right  to  compensation  for  his  services.  Collins  v.  McClurg, 
1  Colo.  App.  348,  29  P.  299 ;  Jeffries  v.  Bobbins,  66  Kan.  427, 
71  P.  852;  Buck  v.  Hozeboom  (Neb.  Sup.  '02),  90  N.  W. 
635;  Ryan  v.  Kahler  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '98),  46  S.  W.  71;  DeL'- 
Archerie  v.  Rutherford  (Wash.  '09) ,  102  P.  1033.  If  a  broker 
in  negotiating  a  contract  practices  fraud  on  the  owner,  and 
the  other  party  is  privy  thereto,  or  has  knowledge  thereof,  the 
owner  is  not  bound  thereby,  and  it  was  not  necessary  in  a 
suit  to  recover  the  lands  that  the  owner  should  oflPer  to  restore 
what  he  had  received  before  he  could  demand  restitution. 
Healey  v.  Martin,  68  N.  Y.  S.  413,  33  Misc.  236. 

Where  the  broker  for  the  purchaser  also  represents  the  ven- 
dor, the  transaction  is  not  binding,  irrespective  of  actual  fraud, 
without  the  intelligent  consent  of  both  parties.  Ferguson  v. 
Oooch,  94  Va.  1,  26  S.  E.  397,  40  L.  R.  A.  234. 

Where  defendant  contracted  for  a  sale  of  land  through  a 
real  estate  agent,  and  subsequently  received  a  payment  of  in- 
terest which  the  agent  had  received  from  the  vendee,  but  she 
had  not  left  the  contract  with  him  nor  authorized  him  to  col- 
lect; subsequently  she  sold  to  the  agent  her  interest  in  the 
contract,  and  he  sold  said  interest  to  the  plaintiff,  who  paid 
the  afirent  therefor,  and  at  the  agent's  instance  defendant  made 
a  deed  to  plaintiff,  and  subsequently,  at  the  instance  of  the 
agent,  gave  a  deed  to  the  original  vendee;  such  vendee  had 
made  full  payment  to  the  agent,  but  he  had  not  paid  the 
money  over  to  defendant;  two  witnesses  testified  that  defend- 
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ant  acknowledged  drawing  the  contract  and  deed  to  the  orig- 
inal vendee,  and  that  the  agent  had  acted  for  her.  Held^  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  real  estate  agent  in  re- 
ceiving payment  from  the  vendee  after  such  agent  had  bought 
the  contract  from  defendant  received  it  as  her  agent,  so  that 
plaintiff  could  recover  from  defendant  on  the  money  counts 
as  for  money  received  to  plaintiff's  use.  Rhode  v.  Marquis, 
135  Mich.  48,  97  N.  W.  53.  Compare  Frank  v.  Levy,  10  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  R.  554. 

The  owner  of  city  lots  employed  two  persons,  associated  to- 
gether as  real  estate  agents,  to  sell  them,  and  fixed  the  price 
at  $14,000;  a  purchaser  was  secured  by  the  agents  at  $16,000, 
to  whom  a  deed  was  executed  direct  by  the  owner,  the  agents 
accounting  only  for  $14,000,  claiming  that  to  be  the  full 
amount  received,  and  being  paid  a  commission  thereon  by  the 
employer;  on  discovering  that  $16,000  had  been  received  from 
the  purchaser,  the  owner  first  demanded  a  return  of  the  check 
given  for  commissions,  which  was  returned,  and  then  sued  the 
agents  for  the  additional  $2,000  and  recovered;  the  judgment 
being  right  on  the  merits,  and  the  issues  all  ha\nng  been  found 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  well  supported  by  the  evidence, 
it  must  be  affirmed.  Collins  v.  McClurg,  1  Colo.  App.  348,  29 
P.  299;  Babcock  v.  De  Mott,  160  Fed.  882;  Tate  v.  Aitken, 
5  Cal.  App.  505,  90  P.  836 ;  Borst  v.  Lynch,  133  Iowa,  567, 
110  N.  W.  1031 ;  Dater  v.  Jackson,  76  Kan.  568,  92  P.  546 ; 
Fulton  V.  Waiters,  28  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  269,  reversed  216  Pa. 
St.  56;  Hall  v.  Kellogg,  94  S.  W.  389,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  636  > 
Lee  V.  Pattilloy  105  Va.  10,  52  S.  E.  696;  Ea^tjrly  v.  Mills 
(Wash.  Sup.   '09),  103  P.  475. 

Defendants,  brokers,  being  authorized  by  plaintiffs  :c  sell 
land  for  $2,300,  intrusted  the  matter  to  G,  an  employe,  who 
persuaded  one  S  to  take  the  land  for  $2,300,  promising  that 
defendants  would  raise  the  money  for  him;  defendants  failed 
to  raise  the  money,  whereupon  S  begged  G  to  find  some  one 
to  take  the  contract  off  his  hands  and  save  him  the  $100  paid 
to  plaintiff;  defendants  having  then  dispoced  of  part  of  the 
land  to  the  amount  of  $600,  H,  an  employe  of  defendants, 
with  knowledge  of  the  facts,  agreed  to  take  over  the  contract, 
8  to  take  another  part  of  the  land  for  $600,  counting  in  his 
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$100  paid;  these  two  sales  for  $600  eaeh  amounted  to  half 
of  the  land;  plaintiff  not  knowing  that  H  was  an  employe  of 
defendants  gave  him  a  deed,  and  received  from  him  $2,300, 
less  $200  commissions  paid  defendants;  H  later  sold  the  rest 
of  the  land  for  $2,100.  Held,  that  defendants  and  H  were 
guilty  of  a  legal  fraud  on  plaintiff,  and  must,  as  trustees,  ac- 
count to  him  for  the  profits  realized.  Powers  v.  Black,  159 
Pa.  St.  153,  28  A.  133;  Mowbry  v.  Randolph,  7  Cal.  App.  421, 
94  P.  403. 

One  who,  knowing  of  an  opportunity  to  sell  for  $30  an  acre, 
and  then  knowing  the  court  would  not  allow  a  third  of  the 
purchase  money  as  commissions,  gets  an  ostensible  purchaser, 
at  a  smaller  price,  as  a  means  of  passing  title,  is  precluded 
from  obtaining  a  commission  by  his  fraud  on  the  court  of 
which  the  receiver  was  an  oflScer.  Ryan  v.  Kahler  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.   '98),  46  S.  W.  71. 

M's  agent  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission  for  selling 
M's  land,  and  defendant  offered  to  exchange  his  land  there- 
for and  for  $210  in  addition;  plaintiff  submitted  the  proposi- 
tion to  M's  agent,  who  accepted  it,  and  an  agreement  for  ex- 
change was  executed  by  such  agent  in  accordance  with  de- 
fendant's proposition  and  placed  in  plaintiff's  hands  to  have 
defendant  sign  it;  without  disclosing  the  fact  that  the  agree- 
ment for  exchange  had  already  been  executed  by  M,  plaintiff 
told  defendant  that  a  trade  could  be  made,  but  defendant 
said  he  would  pay  no  commission,  but  would  trade  even,  if 
such  a  trade  could  be  effected,  and  executed  a  written  agree- 
ment to  that  effect;  the  exchange  was  duly  made  on  the  terms 
first  proposed  by  defendant,  and  the  $210  paid  over  to  him. 
Held,  to  show  that  plaintiff  was  acting  as  M's  agent,  and  that 
he  was  not  entitled  to  recover  the  $210,  or  any  other  commis; 
sion  from  defendant.  Wilson  v.  Webster,  88  Iowa,  514,  55 
N.  W.  571 ;  Braden  v.  Randies,  128  Iowa,  653,  105  N.  W.  195. 

Where  it  appears  that  a  real  estate  agent  employed  to  sell 
land  had  acted  in  similar  transactions  for  the  vendor,  that 
after  making  the  sale  the  agent  was  active  in  assisting  the 
vendee's  agent  in  clearing  up  some  defects  in  the  title;  that 
he  filled  up  a  deed  and  carried  it  to  the  vendor  to  sign,  and 
then  took  it  away,  without  objection  on  the  part  of  the  ven- 
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dor,  delivered  it  to  the  vendee's  agent  and  received  the  pur- 
chase money,  which  he  appropriated  to  his  own  use,  and  that 
the  vendor  subsequently  admitted  to  disinterested  persons  that 
she  had  authorized  the  agent  to  collect  the  money,  the  loss 
thereof  must  fall  on  the  vendor,  under  whose  authority  the 
agent  acted.  Frank  v.  Levy,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  554.  Com- 
pere Rhode  V.  Marquis,  135  Mich.  48,  97  N.  W.  53. 

If  a  real  estate  agent  authorized  to  sell  land  at  a  given 
price,  three  years  after,  when  the  value  has  greatly  advanced 
and  is  rapidly  rising,  sells  the  same  at  the  price  named,  and 
at  a  great  sacrifice,  without  informing  the  principal  of  the 
rise  in  value,  this  will  be  such  a  fraud  upon  the  principal 
that  a  court  of  equity  will  refuse  to  enforce  a  conveyance  to 
the  purchaser.  Proudfoot  v.  Wightman,  78  111.  553.  See  Wil- 
kinson V.  Churchill,  114  Mass.  184. 

Defendants  signed  and  acknowledged  a  note  and  deed  of 
trust,  and  left  them  with  their  agent,  a  professed  real  estate 
and  loan  broker,  for  the  purpose  of  having  him  obtain  the 
amount  of  the  note  from  complainant,  to  whom  the  note  wa9 
made  payable;  the  agent  presented  the  instrument  to  com- 
plainant, who  paid  over  to  him  the  amount  of  the  note  in 
good  faith,  and  took  the  note  and  deed ;  the  agent  fraudulently 
reported  that  he  could  not  use  the  note  and  trust  deed,  and 
in  the  presence  of  one  of  the  defendants  tore  up  and  destroyed 
what  purported  to  be  said  note  and  trust  deed.  Held,  that 
defendants  were  not  entitled  to  be  relieved  against  the  en- 
forcement of  the  instrument.  Kallbom  v.  Lipp,  20  111.  App. 
414. 

Plaintiff  authorized  defendants  to  sell  his  land  for  a  cash 
payment  and  notes,  and  on  their  representation  that  they  had 
found  a  purchaser,  and  the  cash  payment  and  notes  were  ready 
to  be  delivered  to  him,  executed  and  gave  them  a  bond  for 
title,  blank  as  to  the  name  of  the  purchaser;  defendant  failed 
to  deliver  the  cash  and  notes  on  demand  of  plaintiff,  and  af- 
terwards filled  in  the  bond  with  the  name  of  a  purchaser. 
Held,  that  defendants'  authority  as  plaintiff's  agents  to  use 
the  bond  for  title  determined  when  they  failed  to  deliver  the 
cash  and  notes.     Patton  v.  Cook,  83  Iowa,  71,  48  N.  W.  994. 

An  agent  employed  to  sell  land,  who  becomes  the  purchaser 
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and  conceals  from  the  principal  that  a  greater  price  might 
have  been  got  from  another,  is  guilty  of  fraud,  and  the  eon- 
tract  ought  to  be  vacated;  he  will  be  compelled  to  reconvey 
the  land  on  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  or  so  much  as 
has  been  paid,  and  to  account  for  the  rents  and  profits  re- 
ceived by  him.  Moseley  v.  Buck,  3  Munf.  (Va.)  232;  Rod- 
man V.  Manning  (Or.  Sup.   '09),  99  P.  657,  1135. 

Where  one  intrusts  money  to  an  agent  to  purchase  land  for 
him,  it  is  a  fraud  for  the  agent  to  purchase  the  land  in  his 
own  name  and  for  his  own  benefit,  and  equity  will  interpose 
for  the  relief  of  the  principal  by  compelling  a  conveyance  to 
him  of  the  land  so  purchased  by  the  agent.  Rhea  v.  Fury  ear  y 
26  Ark.  344;  White  v.  Ward,  26  Ark.  445. 

If  an  agent  effects  a  sale  of  the  land  of  his  principal  by 
false  representations,  or  other  fraud,  without  the  authority  or 
knowledge  of  the  principal,  the  latter  is  chargeable  with  such 
fraud,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  had  known  or  authorized 
it.  Law  V.  Grant,  37  Wis.  548.  Compare  Harrison  v.  Lake- 
man,  189  Mo.  581,  88  S.  W.  53.  Where  one  takes  a  convey- 
ance from  an  agent  authorized  to  sell  and  convey  the  land, 
knowing  of  the  fraud  or  breach  of  trust  of  the  agent,  he  can 
not  insist  on  the  validity  of  the  sale.  Morris  v.  Terrill,  2 
Rand.  (Va.)  6.     See  also  Sec.  845. 

Defendant  contracted  with  the  owner  of  land  for  an  option 
on  it  for  ^  certain  time,  and  at  a  certain  price,  and,  if  he 
effected  a  sale,  he  was  to  receive  a  commission  therefor ;  also, 
for  an  extension  of  the  time  he  should  pay  $200  which,  in  case 
he  should  **buy  the  land  or  find  a  purchaser"  therefor,  was 
to  be  deducted  from  the  price;  defendant  then  contracted  with 
plaintiff,  a  non-resident,  to  **  procure  the  purchase  for  and  con- 
veyance to'*  plaintiff  of  the  land  in  question  at  a  much  higher 
prtce,  to  act  as  plaintiff's  agent  in  the  management  of  the 
land,  that  all  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  should  be  applied  to 
the  reimbursement  of  plaintiff,  with  five  per  cent,  interest  and 
expenses;  that  the  surplus  should  be  equally  divided  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant;  defendant  appropriated  the  difference 
between  the  amount  received  from  plaintiff  and  the  sum  paid 
to  the  vendor,  concealing  from  plaintiff  the  difference  in  price. 
Held,  that  plaintiff  could  recover  the  amount  so  retained  by 
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the  fraud  of  the  defendant.  Hewitt  v.  Young,  82  Iowa,  224, 
47  N.  W.  1084;  DeL'Archerie  v.  Rutherford  (Wash.  '09),  102 
P.  1033. 

An  agent  for  the  owner  of  real  estate  conducted  a  negotia- 
tion for  the  sale  of  the  same  on  behalf  of  the  owner,  on  the 
one  hand,  and  was  really,  on  the  other  hand,  purchasing  for 
himself,  jointly  with  an  ostensible  purchaser,  although  the 
transaction  purported  to  be  entirely  between  the  owner  and 
such  ostensible  purchaser.  Held,  that  the  transaction  was  a 
constructive  fraud  upon  the  owner,  and  that  a  purchase  thus 
made  could  not  be  sustained.  Hughes  v.  Washington^  72  111. 
84. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  was  acting  under  a  contract  with 
the  owner  of  a  lot,  by  which  he  was  to  receive  a  certain  com- 
mission in  the  event  he  should  sell  the  lot  for  not  less  than 
a  certain  sum,  it  was  his  duty  l)efore  changing  that  contract 
for  another  more  advantageous  to  himself,  to  impart  to  his 
principal  all  the  information  which  he  had,  and  especially  to 
inform  the  principal  of  negotiations  then  pending  for  a  sale 
of  the  lot,  and  his  failure  to  do  so  was  a  fraud  upon  the  prin- 
cipal's  rights,  and  relieved  the  principal  from  all  obligations 
to  perform  the  new  contract.  Edmonson  v.  Baker,  12  Ky.  L. 
K.  (abst.)  93. 

Defendant  applied  to  a  real  estate  agent  for  a  mortgage 
loan;  three  unsatisfied  mortgages  were  to  be  paid  with  the 
proceeds  of  the  loan;  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  agent  to  make 
the  loan  and  gave  the  agent  a  check  for  the  amount,  taking 
a  mortgage  on  the  property,  the  agent  assuring  him  that  he 
would  search  the  title  and  see  that  plaintiff  had  a  first  mort- 
gage, but  not  informing  him  of  the  outstanding  incumbrances; 
on  execution  of  the  mortgage  defendant  instructed  the  agent 
to  pay  off  the  three  outstanding-  mortgages  with  a  part  of  the 
money  in  his  possession;  the  agent  paid  off  one  of  the  three 
mortgages  only  and  appropriated  the  rest  of  the  money.  Held, 
that  the  payment  of  the  amount  of  the  loan  to  the  agent  was 
a  payment  to  him  as  agent  of  defendant.  Henker  v.  Schwicker, 
73  N.  Y.  S.  656,  67  App.  Div.  196;  affirmed  174  N.  Y.  298, 
66  N.  E.  971. 

In  a  suit  against  a  real  estate  broker,  a  lawyer,  by  a  for- 
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mer  customer  or  client,  to  vacate  certain  deeds  procured  by 
him  to  be  executed  by  her  in  his  interest,  and  for  the  can- 
cellation of  an  alleged  compromise  agreement  confirming  such 
deeds,  it  was  held  that,  on  a  review  of  the  evidence,  showing, 
among  other  things,  that  the  defendant  had  purchased  one  in- 
terest from  the  complainant  for  $1,175,  worth  $2,000,  and  that 
shortly  prior  thereto,  he  had  collected  over  $800  for  her,  for 
which  he  failed  to  account,  that  whether,  in  view  of  the  fidu- 
ciary relations  of  the  defendant  to  the  complainant,  the  bur- 
den was  on  him  to  show  the  validity  of  the  transaction,  the 
testimony,  as  a  whole,  was  suflScient  to  justify  a  decree  va- 
cating the  deeds  and  cancelling  the  agreement.  Holizman  v. 
Linton,  27  App.  D.  C.  241. 

Where  a  land-owner  sued  his  .brokers,  who  had  eflfected  a 
sale,  to  recover  a  portion  of  the  purchase  money  which  had 
been  retained  by  them,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was 
not  binding  on  him,  because  he  had  been  fraudulently  induced 
to  enter  into  it  by  the  act  of  the  defendants  in  not  correctly 
reading  the  contract  to  him,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  the 
contract  had  been  nullified  by  the  alteration  thereof  by  de- 
fendants, an  instruction  that,  if  plaintiff  signed  the  original 
contract,  and  defendants,  in  reading  it  to  him  had  fraudu- 
lently deceived  him,  then  the  contract  was  not  binding,  was 
not  erroneous,  on  the  theory  that  the  action  was  not  one  for 
the  cancellation  of  a  contract.  Harrison  v.  Lakeman,  189  Mo. 
581,  88  S.  W.  53.     Compare  Law  v.   Grant,  37  Wis.  548. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  at  the  highest  obtainable 
price  makes  an '  arrangement  with  the  prospective  purchaser 
to  pay  him  a  commission,  this  fraud  deprives  him  of  the  right 
to  recover  from  the  vendor.  Tasse  v.  Kindt,  125  Wis.  631, 
104  N.  W.  703;  Raner's  Law  &  Coll.  Co.  v.  Bradbury,  3  Cal. 
App.  256,  84  P.  1007. 

If  a  broker  employed  to  purchase  property  overstates  to 
his  principal  the  price  at  which  it  may  be  bought,  and  ap- 
propriates the  difference,  the  principal  may  recover  the  excess 
wrongfully  obtained.  Healey  v.  Martin,  68  N.  Y.  S.  413,  33 
Misc.  236;  Warren  v.  Burt,  58  Fed.  101,  7  C.  C.  A.  105. 

As  a  general  rule,  where  one  is  employed  by  the  owner  of 
property  to  sell  it,  he  can  not  sell  it  to  himself  alone,  or  in 
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company  with  others,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner;  but 
in  the  present  ease  there  was  evidence  to  show  that  the  owner 
consented  to  the  making  of  such  a  sale,  provided  that  he  should 
receive  a  certain  amount,  without  liability  on  his  part  for  com- 
missions. Mitchell  V.  Gifford  (Ga.  Sup.  10),  67  S.  E.  197 
(Syllabus). 

Sec.  315.    Trand  of  broker  against  third  persons. 

If  in  negotiating  a  contract  in  behalf  of  the  principal  the 
broker  is  guilty  of  fraud  as  to  the  other  contracting  party, 
he  is  liable  to  him  therefor  in  damages.  Kice  v.  Porter,  21 
Ky.  L.  R.  871,  53  S.  W.  285,  22  Ky.  L.  R.  1704,  61  S.  W. 
266;  Todd  v.  Bourke,  27  La.  Ann.  385;  Hardacre  v.  Stewart, 
5  Esp.  (Eng.)  103;  Baker  v.  Brown,  82  Cal.  64,  22  P.  879. 
If  a  broker  employed  to  sell  property  which  is  subject  to  in- 
cumbrances misrepresents  or  conceals  the  fact  that  the  prop- 
erty is  incumbered,  he  is  liable  to  the  purchaser  in  damages. 
Riley  v.  Bell,  120  Iowa,  618,  95  N.  W.  170;  Chisholm  v.  Gads- 
den, 1  Strob.  (S.  C.)  220;  Arnot  v.  Biscoe,  1  Ves.  95  (Eng.) 
27  Eng.  Rep.  Reprint  914. 

Where  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  a  m.ining  property  repre- 
sented to  a  purchaser  that  he  was  to  receive  a  certain  com- 
mission on  the  sale  from  the  owners,  when  in  fact  he  was  paid 
five  times  that  amount,  the  price  paid  by  the  purchaser  should 
be  abated  in  the  amount  of  the  difference  between  the  com- 
mission received  and  the  one  specified.  Jlenry  v.  Mayer,  6 
Ari.  103,  53  P.  590. 

An  agent  having  authority  to  sell  both  real  and  personal 
property  for  a  certain  sum  can  not,  without  the  consent  of 
his  principal,  take  over  to  himself  the  personal  property  on 
receiving  the  sum  for  the  real  estate.  Northup  v.  Bathrick, 
80  Neb.  36,  113  N.  W.  808.  Where  agents  for  the  sale  of  land 
concealed  from  the  purchasers  the  fact  that  they  were  part 
owners  of  the  land,  but  instead,  expressed  an  intention  to  pur- 
chase an  interest  themselves  upon  the  same  terms  as  they  were 
selling  to  the  purchasers,  such  representations  constituted  such 
a  fraud  as  would  avoid  the  purchase.  Wren  v.  Moncure,  95 
Va.  369,  28  S.  E.  588. 

Where  land  stood  in  the  name  of  a  third  party,  the  real 
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owner  procured  a  broker  to  sell  the  land  who  made  false  rep- 
resentations as  to  its  value;  the  nominal  owner  of  the  land 
had  title  to  a  bond  and  mortgagee  given  in  part  payment  of 
the  price.  Held,  that  the  fraud  of  the  real  owner  and  the 
broker  was  imputable  to  the  person  in  whose  name  they  acted. 
Fairchild  v.  McMahon,  139  N.  Y.  290.  34  N#E.  779,  affirming 
20  N.  Y.  S.  31,  65  Hun,  621. 

Where  land  was  sold  by  a  broker  who  made  representations 
to  induce  defendant  to  purchase,  which  were  known  to  the 
broker  to  be  false,  but  were  relied  upon  by  defendant  to  his 
injury,  plaintiff,  availing  himself  of  the  benefits  of  the  trans- 
action, is  bound  by  the  representations,  whether  the  broker 
was  his  appointed  agent  or  not.  Williamson  v.  Tyson,  105 
Ala.  644,  17  S.  336. 

Sec.  316.    Fraud  of  sub-agent. 

Plaintiff,  who  had  contracted  with  a  real  estate  agent  to  co- 
operate with  him  in  selling  to  a  third  person  certain  prop- 
erty, with  knowledge  that  such  person  was  willing  to  purchase 
at  a  certain  sum,  induced  the  owner  to  sell  for  less,  so  that 
he  could  make  the  difference.  Held,  that  he  could  not  recover 
from  the  real  estate  agent  his  agreed  proportion  of  the  com- 
mission.    Talbott  V.  Luckett   (Md.  Sup.   '94),  30  A.  565. 

A  broker  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  a  farm 
within  a  specified  time,  at  a  price  which  should  net  the  owner 
$11,000  and  the  broker  $875,  or  such  less  sum  as  should  be  sat- 
isfactory  to  the  broker's  agent  having  charge  of  the  transac- 
tion; the  owner  sold  the  premises  to  a  purchaser  procured  by 
the  agent  of  the  broker  for  $11,000,  and  the  purchaser  paid 
the  agent  $100  for  commissions.  Held,  that  the  owner,  if  he 
knew  that  the  agent  in  conducting  the  sale  violated  the  in- 
structions of  the  broker,  was  liable  to  the  broker  for  commis- 
sions to  the  extent  of  $875,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  guilty 
of  fraud  on  the  broker.  Haven  v.  Tartar,  124  Mo.  App.  691, 
102  S.  W.  21. 

A  vendor  of  land  receiving  the  benefits  of  a  transaction  is 
liable  for  fraudulent  representations  by  the  salesman,  though 
he  was  only  a  sub-agent.  Nelson  v.  Title  &  Trust  Co.  52 
Wash.  258,  100  P.  730. 
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Sec.  317.    Fraud  of  principal  against  broker. 

Defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  his  farm  and  some  per- 
sonal property,  on  an  understanding  that  the  plaintiff  should 
receive  a  certain  commission  if  he  could  procure  a  purchaser 
for  $18,000,  otherwise  nothing;  plaintiff  secured  a  purchaser 
who  bid  $17,000  for  the  farm  and  defendant  rejected  the  offer, 
and  falsely  represented  to  plaintiff  that  he  had  concluded  to  ^ 
keep  the  property  and  settled  with  plaintiff  for  a  nominal  sum ; 
defendant  then  approached  the  bidder  and  sold  him  the  farm 
and  some  personal  property  for  $17,500,  and  sold  the  remain- 
der of  the  personal  property  on  the  public  market  for  $720. 
Held,  that  the  statement  having  been  fraudulently  made,  de- 
fendant was  liable  for  the  agreed  commission.  Bowe  v.  Oage, 
132  Wis.  441,  112  N.  W.  469 ;  Olentworth  v.  Luther,  21  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  145;  McDermott  v.  Mahoney,  139  Iowa,  292,  115  N. 
W.  32;  McOovern  v.  Bennett,  146  Mich.  558,  109  N.  W.  1055, 
13  D.  L.  N.  853. 

If  a  principal,  in  order  to  defraud  the  broker  of  his  right 
to  a  commission,  conveys  the  property  to  a  third  person  for 
the  benefit  of  the  customer  found  by  the  broker,  and  the  rea- 
son for  the  act  being  to  conceal  the  same  from  the  knowledge 
of  the  broker,  the  latter  may  sue  for  the  commission;  and  it 
was  error  to  dismiss  the  complaint  because  the  proof  sustained 
an  action  for  fraud  and  did  not  prove  the  cause  of  action  al- 
leged. Martin  v.  Fegan,  88  N.  Y.  S.  472,  95  App.  Div.  154; 
Glade  v.  E.  Ill  Min,  Co.,  129  Mo.  App.  443,  107  S.  W.  1002. 
See  also  Sec.  487a.  A  principal  conspiring  with  a  sub-agent  to 
deprive  the  broker  of  his  commission  is  liable  to  the  latter 
therefor.    Haven  v.  Tartar,  124  Mo.  App.  691,  102  S.  W.  21. 

Sec.  318.    Fraud  of  third  persons  against  broker. 

Where  a  vendee  fraudulently  conceals  the  fact  that  she  pur- 
chased through  a  broker  employed  by  the  vendor,  and  repre- 
sents that  a  third  person  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale, 
whereby  the  vendor  is  induced  to  pay  the  commission  to  such 
third  person,  the  broker  can  not  sue  che  pnrchajjer  for  the 
lost  commission,  as  the  vendor's  liability  to  him  remains  un- 
affected by  such  payment  to  the  third  person.  Cohen  v.  Hirsch- 
field,  16  Daly  (N  Y.),  96,  9  N.  Y.  S.  512.    A  broker  may  be 
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deprived  of  his  right  to  commissions  by  the  fraudulent  con- 
duct or  misrepresentations  of  third  persons  in  privity  with 
him.     Thwing  v.  Clifford,  136  Mass.  482. 

Sec.  319.    Fraud  of  principals  inter  se. 

Where  two  persons  owning  real  estate  intrust  one  with  the 
sale  thereof,  who  has  it  conveyed  to  a  third  person  for  a  price 
agreed  upon,  the  money  being  paid  by  the  joint  owner  with 
a  view  to  acquiring  title  to  the  property,  such  an  arrange- 
ment is  a  fraud  on  the  party  owning  the  other  moiety.  Eld- 
ridge  V.  Walker,  60  111.  230 ;  Hughes  v.  Washington,  72  111.  84. 

Where  land  stood  in  the  name  of  a  third  party,  the  real 
owner  procured  a  broker  to  sell  the  land,  who  made  false  rep- 
resentations as  to  its  value;  the  nominal  owner  of  the  land 
had  title  to  a  bond  and  mortgage  given  in  part  payment  of 
the  price.  Held,  that  the  fraud  of  the  real  owner  and  the 
broker  was  imputable  to  the  person  in  whose  name  they  acted. 
Fairchild  v.  McMahon,  139  N.  Y.  290,  34  N.  E.  779.  A  real 
estate  broker  who  produces  one  i!eady  and  willing  to  purchase, 
and  an  executory  contract  of  sale  has  been  entered  into  be- 
tween the  principal  and  the  proposed  purchaser,  but  able 
to  do  so  only  by  perpetrating  a  fraud  on  a  third  person,  the 
principal  refusing  to  execute,  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission. 
Zittle  V.  Schlesinger,  46  Neb.  244,  65  N.  W.  892;  Moskowitz 
V.  Hornherger,  46  N.  Y.  S.  462,  20  Misc.  558. 

Sec.  320.  Debatable  acts  of  broker  held  not  to  constitute 
fraud.  , 

A  broker  employed  to  find  a  buyer  is  not  necessarily  guilty 
of  fraud  because  he  seeks  to  induce  his  principal  to  reduce 
the  price,  even  though  he  might  know  he  could  obtain  the  price 
asked.  Gorman  v.  Hargis,  6  Okla.  360,  50  P.  02.  Compare 
Hobart  v.  Sherburne,  66  Minn.  17,  68  N.  W.  841.  See  also 
Sees.  290,  291. 

It  is  not  an  act  of  disloyalty  after  obtaining  an  option  on 
land  at  the  lowest  price  for  which  the  owner  would  sell  and 
suspecting  that  his  employer  would  not  take  at  that  price,  for 
the  broker  with  his  employer's  knowledge  to  solicit  other  pur- 
chasers whom  he  informed  that  his  employer  should  have  the 
first  right  to  purchase.     Hinton  v,  Coleman,  76  Wis.  221,  45 
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N.  W.  26.  A  broker  negotiated  a  sale  of  plaintiff's  land  to 
defendant,  but  had  the  deed  made  out  to  a  third  person,  who 
afterwards  conveyed  to  defendant.  A  few  weeks  after  the  sale 
defendant  agreed  to  let  the  broker  sell  the  land  for  him  at 
an  advance,  the  profits  to  be  equally  divided  between  them. 
Plaintiff  did  not  know  at  the  time  of  the  sale  that  defendant 
was  the  purchaser  and  there  was  then  no  arrangement  or  under- 
standing between  defendant  and  the  broker  as  to  any  resale 
of  the  property  or  division  of  the  profits.  Heldy  that  there 
was  nothing  in  the  transaction  in  fraud  of  plaintiff,  and  the 
subsequent  sale  did  not  constitute  a  fraud  on  the  vendor. 
Lawrence  v.  Layton,  145  111.  92,  34  N.  E.  53. 

A  real  estate  broker  is  not  liable  to  a  customer  for  false 
representations  respecting  lands,  where  he  states  that  his  in- 
formation is  derived  from  his  principal,  and  the  facts  respect- 
ing which  the  representations  are  made  'are  not  such  as  would 
be  peculiarly  within  his  knowledge.  Oriffing  v.  Diller,  21  N. 
Y.  S.  407. 

If  a  broker  acts  as  a  mere  middleman  his  conduct  in  con- 
cealing from  each  principal  his  agreement  with  the  other  is 
not  fraudulent.  Jarvis  v.  Schaefer,  105  N.  Y.  289,  11  N.  E. 
634. 

An  agent  authorized  by  contract  to  sell  real  estate  to  any 
purchaser  thereafter  to  be  secured,  is  not  guilty  of  fraud  for 
failing  to  disclose  the  identity  of  the  proposed  purchaser,  where 
it  appears  that  the  vendors  neither  asked  nor  made  any  at- 
tempt to  ascertain  who  such  purchaser  was.  Bank  v.  Oarvey, 
66  Neb.  767,  92  N.  W.  1025,  affirmed  on  rehearing  66  Neb.  767, 
99  N.  W.  666.  . 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  with  authority  to  sell  his  prin- 
cipal's land  reports  to  another  agent  of  the  principal  that  he 
can  not  sell  the  land  so  as  to  net  the  principal  a  certain  sum, 
and  that  he  is  making  a  sale  for  a  ^eater  jsum,  but  that  the 
excess  will  be  retained  by  him  as  his  commission,  and  no  con- 
tract is  shown  that  he  shall  receive  any  specified  amount  for 
his  service,  though  the  amount  of  the  excess  is  not  disclosed, 
the  agent  commits  no  fraud  by  not  disclosing  such  amount. 
Deming  Inv.  Co.  v.  Meyer  (Okla.  Sup.  '07),  91  P.  846;  FuU 
ton  V.  Waiters,  216  Pa.  56,  64  A.  860.     Compare  Sec.  456. 
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In  an  action  to  recover  a  real  estate  broker's  commissions, 
it  appeared  that  the  owners,  in  naming  their  price,  had  in- 
formed the  broker  that  they  were  willing  to  sell  for  less,  if 
necessary,  and  that  a  prospective  purchaser  who  had  obtained 
an  option  from  the  broker  was,  before  the  owners  had  reduced 
the  price,  negotiating  to  sell  the  land  to  a  third  person  for 
less  than  the  owners'  upset  price.  Held,  that  the  facts  did 
not  conclusively  prove  that  the  broker  had  acted  in  bad  faith. 
Harvey  v.  Lindsay,  117  Mich.  267,  75  N.  W.  627. 

Proof  that  an  owner  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser allowed  the  broker  to  take  as  his  commission  a  part  of 
the  money  paid  by  the  purchaser  procured  by  him,  in  reliance 
on  the  broker's  representations  that  the  purchaser  was  able 
to  and  would  consummate  his  purchase  according  to  the  con- 
tract entered  into  between  him  and  the  owner,  and  that  the 
purchaser  was  insolvent,  was  insufl&cient  to  authorize  a  recov- 
ery by  the  owner  of  the  commissions  paid,  on  the  ground  of 
fraud  of  the  broker.  Moore  v.  Irvin,  89  Ark.  289,  116  S.  W. 
662. 

A  real  estate  broker  had  a  customer  desirous  of  purchasing 
property  of  a  particular  character,  but  the  customer  had  no 
definite  intention  of  buying  any  particular  property.  The 
broker  entered  into  negotiations  with  the  owner  to  employ  him 
to  procure  a  purchaser.  The  customer  purchased  the  prop- 
erty. Prior  to  the  broker's  employment  the  customer  had  not 
communicated  with  the  owner,  nor  with  any  one  representing 
him  in  relation  to  the  purchase.  The  broker  represented  to 
the  owner  that  he  thought  that  he  could  produce  a  purchaser 
willing  to  purchase  on  the  terms  specified,  on  his  being  al- 
lowed a  commission  for  so  doing.  Held,  that  the  broker  was 
not  guilty  of  fraud  in  obtaining  his  contract  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser, and  he  could  recover  his  commissions.  Larson  v.  Thoma 
(Iowa  Sup.   '09), .121  N.  W.  1059. 

A  broker  does  not  forfeit  his  right  to  commissions  on  a  sale 
of  real  estate  that  he  was  instrumental  in  bringing  about,  be- 
cause he  had  other  real  estate  for  sale,  belonging  to  other  per- 
sons, which  he  tried  to  sell  to  the  same  purchaser.  Lemmon 
V.  Macklem  (Mich.  Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W.  77. 
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Sec.  321.    Points  of  practice  in  actions  for  frauft. 

The  vendee  *s  right  to  rescind  because  the  vendor  gave  a 
secret  commission  to  the  vendee's  agent  is  not  affected  by  the 
fact  that  a  part  of  the  commission  paid  by  the  vendor  to  the 
vendee's  agent  was  for  services  previously  rendered  by  such 
agent  in  former  transactions.  Light  cap  v.  Nicola^  34  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  189.     See  also  Sec.  559. 

Where  the  discovery  of  fraud  in  a  contract  for  the  purchase 
of  land  is  not  made  by  the  vendee  until  after  suit  has  been 
brought  for  the  purchase  money,  the  vendee  has  the  right  to 
set  up  the  fraud  as  ground  for  rescisvsion  and  as  a  defense  to 
the  suit,  and  he  may  do  this  where  there  is  a  delay  of  nearly 
two  and  a  half  months  after  the  discovery  of  the  fraud,  if 
there  has  been  no  such  change  in  the  meantime  as  to  make 
the  rescission  inequitable.    Id.    Compare  Sec.  572. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  fraudulently  induces  his  prin- 
cipal to  trade  property  on  a  valuation  of  $4,400  and  sells  it 
for  $5,750,  in  an  action  by  the  principal  against  the  broker  for 
the  difference,  the  latter  could  not  recoup  the  amount  of  ex- 
penses incurred  in  making  the  sale,  nor  a  portion  of  the  price 
paid  one  who  was  associated  with  him  in  the  fraud.  Van 
Raulte  V.  Epstein,  202  IMo.  173,  99  S.  W.  1077 ;  Great  Western 
Gold  Co.  V.  Chambers  (Cal.  Sup.   '09),  101  P.  6. 

In  an  action  to  recover  on  a  contract  for  commissions  for 
a  sale  of  real  estate,  in  which  defendant  alleged  that  the  con- 
tract was  procured  through  fraud,  and  after  plaintiff  had  ne- 
gotiated the  sale,  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  defendant.  Stein 
V.  Whitney,  23  Ky.  L.  R.  2179,  66  S.  W.  820.  Contra,  Hanna 
V.  Haynes,  42  Wash.  284,  84  P.  861. 

A  broker  employed  to  purchase  land,  who  conceals  from  the 
principal  the  fact  that  the  vendor  will  pay  the  broker  a  com- 
mission on  making  a  sale,  has  the  burden  of  pro^ring  perfect 
fairness  in  the  transaction,  and,  in  the  absence  of  satisfactory 
proof,  equity  will  consider  him  as  guilty  of  constructive  fraud. 
Hanna  v.  Haynes,  42  Wash.  284,  84  P.  861.  Compare  Stein 
V.  Whitney,  23  Ky.  L.  R.  2179,  66  S.  W.  820. 

An  innocent  vendor  can  not  be  sued  in  tort  for  the  fraud 
of  his  agent  in  effecting  a  sale ;  in  such  a  case  the  vendee  may 
rescind  the  contract  and  reclaim  the  money  paid,  and  if  not 
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repaid,  may  sue  the  vendor  in  assumpsit  for  it,  or  he  may 
sue  the  agent  for  the  deceit.  Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43  N.  J.  L. 
288.  A  recovery  in  an  action  by  a  principal  against  a  broker 
for  fraudulently  representing  that  the  worthless  property  on 
which  the  loan  was  made  was  good  security,  is  not  affected  by 
the  question  whether  he  shared  the  money  with  or  delivered 
any  part  of  it  to  the  pretended  borrower.  Rubens  v.  Mead, 
121  Cal.  17,  53  P.  432;  Van  Raulte  v.  Epstein,  202  Mo.  173, 
99  S.  W.  1077,  supra. 

Although  the  owner  of  the  land  neither  authorized  another 
to  sell  it  for  him,  nor  has  authorized  the  false  representation 
made  in  the  course  of  the  sale,  yet  if  such  owner  accepts  the 
proceeds  of  the  transaction,  he  ratifies  the  acts  of  his  agent, 
and  may  be  held  liable  for  the  fraud  practiced  by  the  latter. 
Krunner  v.  Beach,  25  Hun  (N.  Y.),  293.     See  Sec.  24. 

The  rule  of  law  forbidding  the  admission  of  evidence  of  an 
oral  agreement  made  prior  to  or  contemporaneously  with  a 
written  agreement,  does  not  preclude  the  admission  of  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  written  agreement  in  question  was 
fraudulently  obtained,  or  that  it  resulted  from  accident  or  mu- 
tual mistake.     Culp  v.  Powell,  68  Mo.  App.  238. 

It  is  immaterial  whether  the  design  is  fraudulent  or  not,  a 
sale  by  an  agent  of  his  own  property  to  his  principal  can  be 
set  aside  by  the  latter  on  discovery  of  the  facts.  Bain  v. 
Brown,  56  N.  Y.  285;  Kutz  v.  Fisher,  8  Kan.  90;  Ackenburg 
V.  McCool,  36  Ind.  473.    See  also  Sec.  389b. 

Where  the  assignee  of  a  purchaser  of  land  from  a  broker 
sued  the  principal  for  breach  of  contract,  defendant  could  not 
impeach  the  contract,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  signed 
by  the  principal,  and  for  fraud,  without  pleading  such  de- 
fense.   Kurinsky  v.  Lynch,  201  Mass.  28,  87  N.  E.  70. 
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SECTION.  SECTION. 

356.  Agent      doing     all      business    362.     When     principal     cannot    es- 

may   collect  note.  cape   liability   for  commis- 

357.  Debtor       should       see       that  sions. 

agent  has  security.  363.     Agent  to  make  written,  can- 

358.  When  broker  entitled  only  to  not  make  oral  contract. 

nominal   damages.  363a.  A  broker  not  entitled  to  com- 

359.  Notice  to  agent.  mission     en    contract    not 

360.  Broker   must   give   notice.  conforming  with  authority. 
301.     When  notice  waived.  364.     Agent    under    oral    authority 

cannot     bind     by    written 
covenants. 

Sec.  322.    When  a  broker  is  and  when  not  liable  for  interest. 

A  real  estate  broker  receiving  money  and  not  applying  it 
to  the  purposes  specified  in  the  agreement  under  which  he 
acted,  within  a  reasonable  time,  is  chargeable  with  interest 
Harrison  v.  Long,  4  Desaus.  (S.  C.)  110.  A  broker  is  not  lia- 
ble fo'r  interest  on  money  of  his  principal  unless  in  default, 
or  unless  he  has  made  use  of  the  money  for  his  own  profit. 
Williams  v.  Starrs,  6  Johns.  Ch.   (N.  Y.)   353. 

Where  a  broker  was  only  entitled  to  commissions  out  of  the 
last  three  of  a  series  of  notes  to  be  given  by  the  purchaser 
for  the  property,  which  were  to  be  executed  as  of  September 
1,  1902,  and  were  to  mature  on  the  first  days  of  July,  August 
and  September,  1907,  the  broker,  on  the  principal's  failure 
to  complete  the  contract,  was  only  entitled  to  recover  interest 
on  the  contract  commissions  from  August  1,  1907.  Bankers* 
Loan  &  Inv,  Co,  v.  Spindle,  108  Va.  426,  62  S.  E.  266. 

Sec.  323.    Broker  obtaining  interest  hostile  to  principal. 

Where  a  broker  who  procured  a  sale  of  bonds,  secretly  ob- 
tained an  interest  hostile  to  his  principal,  he  was  entitled  to 
recover  the  commission  paid  to  him.  Giiidetti  v.  Tuoti,  102 
N.  Y.  S.  499,  52  Misc.  657;  Campbell  v.  Baxter,  41  Neb.  729, 
60  N.  W.  90.    See  also  Sec.  382. 

Sec.  324.    Improvement  of  property  beyond  authority  of  agent. 

Unless  specially  authorized  a  real  estate  agent  has  no  right 
to  contract  for  the  improvement  of  property.  Riverineiv  Land 
Co,  V.  Dance,  98  Va.  239,  35  S.  E.  720.  See  reference  under 
Sec.  307. 
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Sec.  326.    Agent  neglecting  to  place  insurance,  followed  hj 
loss,  liable. 

An  agent  whose  duty  it  is  to  insure  the  property  of  his 
principal,  and  who  neglects  to  do  so,  is  liable  to  the  latter  for 
any  loss  of  property  occasioned  by  the  peril  that  he  should 
have  insured  against.  Strong  v.  High,  2  Rob.  (La.)  103.  See 
also  Sees.  346,  349. 

Sec.  326.    Illegal  purposes. 

An  agent  of  the  owner  of  property  is  not  presumed  to  have 
any  authority  to  lease  the  premises  for  an  illegal  purpose. 
Stover  V.  Flower,  120  lo^^,  514,  94  N.  W.  1100 

Sec.  327.    nie^ral  contract. 

Where  the  contract  negotiated  is  illegal,  the  broker  can  not 
recover  for  his  services,  though  his  principal  has  received  the 
money  arising  from  it.  B elding  v.  Pitkin,  2  Caines  (N.  Y.), 
147.  , 

Sec.  328.    Implied  powers. 

(a)  A  non-resident  owner  employing  a  non-resident  agent 
to  sell,  impliedly  authorizes  the  latter  to  employ  a  broker  to 
effect  a  sale.  Eastland  v.  Maney,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  147,  81 
S.  W.  574. 

(fe)  If  the  contract  of  employment  fails  to  state  tlie  terms 
of  sale,  terms  satisfactory  to  the  principal  are  implied.  Fair- 
child  V.  Cunningham,  84  ]Minn.  521,  88  N.  W.  15;  Montgomery- 
V.  Knickerbocker,  50  N.  Y.  S.  128,  27  App.  Div.  117. 

(c)  A  contract  of  agency  will  not  be  construed  to  be  ex- 
clusive unless  established  expressly  or  by  clear  implication. 
Crook  v.  Forst,  116  Ala.  395,  22  S.  540;  White  v.  Benton,  121 
Iowa,  354,  96  N.  W.  876;  Kidman  v.  Howard,  18  S.  D.  161, 
99  N.  W.  1104. 

(d)  A  revocation  may  be  implied  from  circumstances.  Brook- 
shire  V.  Brookshire,  8  Ired.  (N.  C.)  74. 

(e)  Authority  to  sell  and  convey  lands  for  cash  includes 
authority  in  the  agent  to  receive  payment  of  the  purchase 
money.     Yerby  v.  Origsby,  9  Leigh  (Va.),  387. 

(/)  Authority  to  make  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands,  au- 
thorizes the  agent  to  receive  so  much  of  the  purchase  money 


226  AMERICAN   liAW   REAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

as  is  paid  in  hand,  on  the  sale,  as  an  incident  to  the  power 
of  sale.    Id, 

(g)  A  broker  authorized  to  sell,  partly  fov  cash  and  partly 
on  time,  may  determine  the  amount  of  the  cash  payment.  Tay- 
lor V.  Cox  (Tex.  Sup.  '87),  7  S.  W.  69. 

(h)  The  word  **seir'  in  a  power  of  attorney  authorizing 
a  party  to  sell  or  lease  any  and  all  real  estate,  etc.,  gives 
ample  power  to  complete  a  sale  by  making  a  deed  of  convey- 
ance. Hemstreet  v.  Burdick,  90  111.  444.  Compare  Bacon  v. 
Davis  (Cal.  App.  '08),  98  P.  71. 

(i)  A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  one-half  of  a  tract  of  land 
imposes  discretion  to  determine  which  half.  Alemany  v.  Daly, 
36  Cal.  90. 

(j)  A  power  to  do  all  things  concerning  the  grantor's  real 
and  personal  estate,  gives  power  to  make  leases,  with  privilege 
of  purchase.  De  Rutte  v.  Muldrew,  16  Cal.  505. 

(k)  A  power  of  attorney  to  sell,  without  restrictions,  au- 
thorizes a  sale  of  real  estate,  with  covenants  of  general  war- 
ranty. Schultz  V.  Griffin,  121  N.  Y.  294,  24  N.  E.  480 ;  Jasper 
V.  WUson  (N.  M.  Sup.  '08),  94  P.  951.    But  see  Sec.  418. 

(I)  Under  a  general  power  to  sell  property  the  a^nt  may 
bind  his  principal  by  a  contract  of  sale.  Haydock  v.  Stowe, 
40  N.  Y.  363.    Compare  Weatkerhead  v.  Ettinger,  78  0.  S.  104. 

(m)  In  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  on  the  subject, 
an  agent  employed  to  sell  land  is  entitled  to  commissions  on 
making  a  sale.    Harrison  v.  Long,  4  Desau.  (S.  D.)   110. 

(n)  Where  defendant  in  emplojdng  a  broker  to  sell  land 
did  not  purport  to  bind  himself  individually,  but  to  bind  a 
corporation  of  which  he  was  president,  in  an  action  on  the 
contract,  he  can  not  be  held  individually  liable  for  the  com- 
missions, but  may  be  held  for  breach  of  an  implied  warranty 
of  authority  to  the  extent  of  the  damages  resulting  from  the 
misrepresentation.  Oroeltz  v.  Armstrong,  125  Iowa,  39,  99  N. 
W.  128. 

(o)  Express  authority  of  a  village  to  borrow  money  and 
issue  bonds  therefor,  includes  authority  to  employ  a  person 
to  procure  a  purchaser  for  the  bonds,  whether  he  be  a  broker 
or  not.  Armstrong  v.  Village  of  Ft.  Edwards,  159  N.  Y.  315, 
53  N.  E.  1116. 
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(p)  The  cashier  of  a  bank  having  implied  authority  as  its 
executive  oflBcer  to  contract  for  the  disposal  of  lands  acquired 
by  the  bank  in  th^e  collection  of  its  credits,  will  bind  the  bank 
by  his  contract  to  pay  commissions  for  the  disposal  of  lands 
placed  in  the  hands  of  a  broker,  but  which,  through  mistake 
in  identity,  the  bank  does  not  own.  Arnold  v.  Nat.  Bk.  of 
Waupaca,  126  Wis.  362,  105  N.  W.  828,  3  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  580. 

Sec.  329.    Joint  owner  condoning  frand  liable  for  benefits 
received. 

A  joint  owner  of  real  estate  who  consents  to  a  listing  there- 
of by  his  co-owner  with  real  estate  agents  for  sale,  receives 
part  of  the  consideration,  and  does  not  repudiate  the  sale  made 
by  the  agents,  after  discovery  that  they  were  guilty  of  fraud, 
is  estopped  to  deny  connection  with  the  fraud,  but  will  be  held 
liable  only  to  the  extent  of  the  benefit  actually  received.  Alger 
V.  Anderson,  78  Fed.  729. 


Sec.  330.    An  agent  to  sell  has  no  anthority  to  grant  a 
to  cnt  timber. 
An  agent  has  no  authority  to  license  one  to  cut  timber  by 
virtue  of  his  authority  to  bargain  and  sell  land.     Hubbard  v. 
Elmer,  7  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  446.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  331.    What  a  principal  must  do  to  escape  liability  to  the 
broker  for  commissions. 

A  principal  who  obtains  knowledge  from  his  broker  that  an 
intending  purchaser  procured  by  the  broker  is  the  person  of 
whom  he  had  learned  from  another  source  as  a  possible  pur- 
chaser, owes  to  the  broker  the  duty  of  either  terminating  the 
agency  or  notifying  him  that  he  intends  personally  to  conduct 
future  negotiations,  and  on  his  failure  to  do  so,  the  broker  is 
entitled  to  commissions,  although  the  sale  is  completed  by  the 
owner  himself.    Carroll  v.  Pettit,  22  N.  Y.  S.  250,  67  Hun,  418. 

Sec.  332.    A  power  of  attorney  confirming  all  sales  and  leases 
confers  power  to  sell. 
A  power  of  attorney  confirming  all  sales,  leases  and  con- 
tracts of  every  description,  confers  a  power  to  sell  land.    Sulli- 
van V.  Davis,  4  Cal.  291. 
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Sec.  333.    Power  to  sell  any  of  constituent's  land  authorizes 
the  sale  of  that  acquired  afterwards. 

A  power  to  sell  any  of  the  constituent's  real  estate,  author- 
izes the  attorney  to  sell  real  estate  which  the  constituent  ac- 
quires after  the  execution  of  such  power.  Fay  v.  Winchester, 
4  Mete.  (Mass.)  513 ;  Bxirkey  v.  Judd,  22  Minn.  287. 

Sec.  334.    Power  to  sell  land  not  previously  conveyed,  author- 
izes sale  of  tract  not  conveyed. 

Under  a  power  to  sell  all  the  land  of  the  principal  which 
the  latter  has  not  previously  conveyed,  the  attorney  is  author- 
ized to  sell  land  that  his  principal  had  sold  but  not  conveyed. 
Mitchell  V.  Maupin,  3  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  185. 

Sec.  335.    Power  to  sell  land,  gave  authority  to  sell  on  credit^ 
to  receive  payments,  etc. 

Where  a  power  of  attorney  authorized  an  agent  to  sell  ''cer- 
tain lands,"  or  any  part  or  parcel  thereof,  for  such  sum  or 
price,  or  on  such  terms,  as  to  him  shall  seem  meet,  and  for 
me  and  in  my  name  to  make,"  etc.,  ''deeds  for  the  same,  either 
with  or  without  covenants  of  warranty,"  it  was  held  that  the 
agent  had  authority  to  receive  payments,  and  a  payment  to 
him  was  a  good  payment  to  the  principal;  if  circumstances 
rendered  it  favorable  for  the  interest  of  his  principal,  he  might 
include  other  valuable  considerations  besides  money  in  the  con- 
sideration, and  might  sell  an  undivided  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty. Carson  v.  Smith,  5  Minn.  78;  Babson  v.  Cox,  32  App. 
D.  C.  542.     Compare  Sec.  53. 

Sec.  336.    Power  to  sell  land  for  settlement,  not  violated  if 
shown  to  have  been  bought  on  speculation. 

A  power  of  attorney  to  sell  certain  lands  "for  the  purpose 
of  making  actual  settlement  thereof,  to  sign,  seal  and  deliver 
sufficient  deeds,"  etc.,  leaves  it  to  the  judgment  of  the  attor- 
ney to  determine  whether  the  purchasers  buy  for  the  purpose 
specified  in  the  power,  and  if  there  is  no  evidence  of  fraud  on 
the  part  of  the  purchaser  or  attorney,  the  conveyance  under 
the  power  will  be  valid,  although  it  should  afterward  appear 
that  the  land  was  purchased,  not  for  the  purpose  of  settlement 
but  on  speculation.    Spofford  v.  Hobbs,  29  Me.  148. 
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Sec.  337.    Power  to  sell  land  does  not  inclnde  power  to  lease 
or  exchange  it. 

A  power  to  sell  land  does  not  include  power  to  lease  or 
exchange  it.  Triido  v.  Anderson,  10  Mich.  357;  Lampkin  v. 
Wilson,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  555;  Reese  v.  Medlock,  27  Texas, 
120.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  337a.    Anthority  of  agent  constmed  to  anthorize  contract- 
ing to  sell,  bnt  not  to  convey  the  real  estate. 

A  having  possession  of  certain  property  of  B,  under  a  pow- 
er of  attorney  to  sell  the  same  and  execute  the  proper  in- 
struments of  transfer,  afterward  gave  the  charge  of  the  same, 
with  deeds  and  papers  in  his  possession,  to  C.  A  thereupon 
wrote  to  C:  *'I  wish  you  to  manage  (my  property)  as  you 
would  if  it  were  your  own,  and  if  a  good  opportunity  offers 
to  sell  everything  I  have,  I  would  be  glad  to  sell.  It  may  be 
parties  will  come  into  San  Antonio  who  will  be  glad  to  pur- 
chase my  gas  stock  and  real  estate."  Eeld^  that  C  was  there- 
by authorized  to  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate,  but 
not  to  convey  it.    Lyon  v.  Pollock,  99  U.  S.  668. 

Sec.  337b.    Power  to  sell  does  not  include  power  to  give  an 
option. 

A  written  power  to  sell  land  does  not  include  power  to  give 
an  option,  unless  so  expressed.  Tihhs  v.  Zirkle,  55  W.  Va. 
49,  46  S.  E.  701,  104  Am.  St.  R.  977.  See  references  under 
Sec.  307. 

Sec.  338.  Agent  buying  principal's  share  of  land  warrants 
for  less  than,  liable  for  full  value. 
Where  an  agent  received  land  warrants  to  locate  on  shares 
and  to  sell  the  land,  and  bought  up  his  principal's  share  of 
the  land  for  less  than  its  value,  without  informing  him  of  the 
price  for  which  a  part  of  the  land  had  been  sold,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  accountable  for  the  full  value  at  the  time  he  sold 
it.     Taylor  v.  Knox,  1  Dana  (Ky.)  391.    See  also  Sec.  323. 

Sec.  339.    Authority  to  locate  and  survey  land  confers  no 
power  to  sell. 
An  authority  to  locate  and  survey  land  confers  no  power 
to  sell.     Moore  v.  Lockett,  2  Bibb.   (Ky.)   67.     See  references 
under  Sec.  307. 
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Sec.  340.  Authority  to  sell  in  lots,  conferred  none  to  sell 
otherwise. 

Where  an  owner  of  land,  a  part  of  which  was  surveyed  in 
lots,  gave  his  agent  a  power  of  attorney  to  convey  the  same 
*'in  lots  as  surveyed  by  B,*'  a  conveyance  by  the  agent  to  G 
of  a  portion  of  the  land  which  had  not  been  surveyed  was 
held  invalid  as  in  excess  of  the  authority  under  said  power. 
Rice  V.  Tavernier,  8  Minn.  248.  See  also  Sec.  307c,  and  ref- 
erence under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  341.  Broker  not  liable  for  mutual  mistake  that  he  had 
authority  to  make  a  contract  of  sale. 

A  real  estate  broker  who  represents  that  he  has  authority 
to  sell  certain  land  is  not  liable  to  a  customer  for  the  conse- 
quences of  their  mutual  mistake  of  law  in  thinking  that  such 
authority  carried  with  it  the  right  to  make  a  contract  of  sale. 
McReavy  v.  Eshelman,  4  Wash.  757,  31  P.  35. 

Sec.  342.    Agent  to  sell  land  has  no  right  to  receive  anything 
but  money  in  payment  for  principal. 

An  agent  for  the  sale  of  land  has  no  right  to  accept  any- 
thing but  money  for  his  principal.  Bevis  v.  Heflin,  63  Ind. 
129;  Mann  v.  Robinson,  19  W.  Va-  49.  See  reference  under 
Sec.  307. 

• 

Sec.  343.  Broker  has  no  right  to  receive  Mexican  money  for 
earnest  money. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  is  authorized  to  accept  a  certain  sum 
as  earnest  money  is  not  thereby  given  power  to  accept  Mexican 
money.  Edwards  v.  Davidson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '04),  79  S.  W. 
48.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  344.  Broker  given  minimum  price,  all  over  to  be  bis  com- 
pensation for  selling,  need  not  tell  principal  what  land 
sold  for. 

The  owner  of  land  agreed  to  pay  a  broker  all  that  he  might 
obtain  for  the  land  above  a  minimum  price  per  acre  as  com- 
pensation, and  a  fixed  sum  in  addition;  the  broker  sold  the 
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land,  but  refused  to  state  for  how  much,  or  state  that  he  had 
sold  it  at  the  minimum  price.  Held,  that  he  was  not  deprived 
of  his  right  to  compensation.  Fulton  v.  Waiters,  216  Pa.  56, 
64  A.  860. 

Sec.  345.    Agent  knowing  of  defect  in  principars  title  can  not 
himself  acquire  title. 

If  an  agent  discovers  a  defect  in  the  title  of  his  principal  to 
land  he  can  not  misuse  it  to  acquire  title  for  himself,  and,  if 
he  does,  will  be  held  as  a  trustee  of  the  title  for  his  principal. 
Ringo  v.  Binns,  10  Pet  (U.  S.)  269;  Gardner  v.  Ogden,  22 
N.  Y.  327;  McMahon  v.  McOrow,  26  Wis.  614;  Rogers  v.  Lock- 
ett,  28  Ark.  290.    See  also  Sec.  204. 

Sec.  346.    Broker  guilty  of  negligence  to  injury  of  principal, 
barred  commissions. 

Although  the  broker  finds  a  purchaser  who  is  willing  to  buy 
on  the  terms  imposed  by  the  principal,  yet  he  is  not  entitled 
to  a  commission  if  the  trade  fails  through  his  negligence,  and 
by  the  insertion  of  a  condition  which  the  agent  employing  him 
had  no  authority  to  direct.  Fisher  v.  Dynes,  62  Ind.  348.  And 
this  applies  as  well  in  the  case  of  an  exchange  lost  thereby  to 
the  principal.  8t^^art  v.  Stumph,  126  Ind.  580,  26  N.  E.  553; 
Harkness  v.  Briscoe,  47  Mo.  App.  196;  Smye  v.  Groesbeck 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  73  S.  W.  972.     See  also  Sees.  325,  349. 

Sec.  347.    Owners  liable  for  negligence  to  prospective  tenants 
injured  while  examining  building. 

Where  the  owner  of  a  building  employs  brokers  to  obtain 
tenants  and  authorizes  the  broker  to  conduct  their  customers 
into  the  building,  he  is  liable  for  injuries  sustained  by  a  cus- 
tomer while  examining  the  building  in  company  with  the 
brokers  and  due  to  their  negligence.  Boyd  v.  U.  S,  Mtge.,  etc, 
Co.,  88  N.  Y.  S.  289,  94  App.  Div.  413. 


Sec.  348.    When  brokerage  contract  signed  without  rei 
will  not  be  set  aside  for  fraud. 

One  who  negligently  signs  a  brokerage  contract  without  read- 
ing it,  relying  on  statements  of  the  brokers  as  to  its  contents. 
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is  not  entitled  to  have  it  set  aside  for  fraud,  when  the  signer 
had  no  right  to  rely  on  their  statements.  Kimmell  v.  Shelly, 
130  Cal.  555,  62  P.  1067.    Compare  Sec.  52. 

Sec.  349.    A  broker  whose  principal  snfTen  loss  through  his 
negligence  is  liable  to  him  therefor. 

A  money  lender  to  whom  a  sum  of  money  is  given  to  invest 
is  bound  to  exercise  reasonable  skill  and  prudence;  by  his 
business  he  holds  himself  out  as  possessing  competent  skill  to 
determine  what  reasonable  care  and  prudence  requires;  if  he 
fails  to  exercise  these,  and  through  his  negligence  loss  occurs, 
he  is  liable  to  make  it  good.  McFarland  v.  McClees,  5  A.  50, 
1  Pa.  Cases  504 ;  Stewart  v.  Muse,  62  Ind.  385 ;  Whitney  v.  Mar- 
tine,  6  Abb.  (N.  Y.)  N.  C.  72;  Hindricks  v.  Brady  (S.  D.  Sup. 
'06),  108  N.  W.  332,  121  N.  W.  777;  Harlow  v.  Bartlett,  170 
Mass.  584,  49  N.  E.  1014;  Hindricks  v.  Brady  (S.  D.  Sup.  '09), 
121  N.  W.  777.    See  also  Sees.  325,  346,  260,  261,  271. 

Sec.  350.   Broker  departing  from  his  instructions  liable  for  loss 
arising  therefrom. 

A  broker  who  has  instructions  to  buy  for  his  principal  mort- 
gages, or  other  first-class  discount  paper,  who  violates  them  and 
invests  the  money  on  his  ow^n  judgment,  is  responsible  for  the 
consequent  loss  to  his  principal,  though  Civil  Code,  Art.  2987, 
declares  that  brokers  shall  not  be  responsible  **for  events  which 
arise  in  the  affairs  in  which  they  are  employed."  Soudieu  v. 
Faures,  12  La.  Ann.  746.    See  also  Sec.  229,  230. 

Sec.  351.    Brokers  not  liable  for  loss  on  forged  note,  where 
they  acted  in  good  faith  and  disclosed  their  principal. 

Note  brokers  are  not  personally  liable  for  a  loss  on  a  forged 
note  sold  by  them,  when  they  advised  the  vendee  at  the  sale 
that  they  were  acting  as  agents  and  disclosed  their  principal. 
Bailey  v.  Oalbreath,  100  Tenn.  599,  47  S.  W.  84.  Compare 
Sec.  574. 

Sec.  352.    Broker  taking  a  note,  payable  at  his  office,  not  there- 
by authorized  to  collect. 

A  broker  who  negotiates  a  loan  and  receives  his  commission 
from  the  borrower,  taking  a  note  payable  at  his  office  to  the 
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lender,  is  not  authorized  to  receive  payments  on  such  note. 
Englert  v.  White,  92  Iowa,  97,  60  N.  W.  224.  Compare  Sees. 
255,  257,  356. 

« 

Sec.  353.    Where  broker  has  note  payable  at  his  office  the 
maker  is  warranted  in  paying  him. 

Where  a  note  is  payable  at  the  ofl&ce  of  a  broker,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  maker,  in  the  absence  of  directions  from  the  holder 
to  the  contrary,  to  tender  payment  there,  and  finding  the  note 
in  the  broker's  possession,  the  maker  has  a  right  to  assume  that 
the  broker  has  authority  to  receive  payment  thereof.  Fifth 
Con.  Church  of  Wctsh.  v.  Bright,  28  App.  D.  C.  229.  See  also 
Sec.  357. 

Sec.  364.    Agent  to  receive  principal  and  interest  not  author- 
ized to  receive  payment  before  due. 

An  agent  merely  to  receive  the  interest  and  principal  of  a 
note  is  not  authorized  to  take  the  payment  of  the  principal 
prior  to  the  same  becoming  due.  Williams  v.  Pelley,  96  111. 
App.  346.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  355.    Agent  to  collect  the  interest  not  authorized  to  collect 
the  principal. 

In  a  suit  to  cancel  a  deed  of  trust  on  the  ground  of  payment 
to  the  lender's  broker,  the  fact  that  the  broker  negotiated  the 
loan  and  collected  interest  on  the  loan  is  insufficient  to  make 
the  broker  the  agent  to  collect  the  principal,  where  the  lender 
was  in  possession  of  the  security.  Heffereman  v.  Boteler,  87 
Mo.  App.  316.  Compare  Sec.  353,  357,  also  references  under 
Sec.  307. 

Sec.  356.    Agent  who  transacted  all  the  business  of  the  prin- 
cipal held  agent  to  collect  payment  of  note. 

Where  an  agent  transacted  all  the  business  with  reference  to 
the  collection  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  debts  secured  by 
note  and  mortgage,  and  acted  as  the  agent  of  the  investor  in 
the  care  and  protection  of  the  security  and  to  deal  with  the 
security  as  the  agent  deemed  best,  with  the  full  knowledge  of 
the  principal,  payment  of  a  note  to  such  agent  was  payment 
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to  the  principal.     Pochin  v.  Knoebel,  63  Neb.  768,  89  N.  W. 
264.     Compare  Sec.  255,  352. 

Sec.  357.    Debtor,  before  payment,  Bhould  see  that  a^nt  has 
the  security. 

If  a  debtor  owing  money  on  a  written  security,  pays  or  settles 
with  another  as  agent,  it  is  his  duty,  at  his  peril,  to  see  that 
the  person  thus  paid  or  settled  with  is  in  possession  of  the 
security.  Corbett  v.  Weller,  27  Wash.  242,  67  P.  567.  See 
also  Sec.  353. 

Sec.  358.    Unless  broker  proves  he  could  have  made  a  sale  on 
revocation  entitled  to  recover  only  nominal  damages. 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  revocation  of  authority  to  sell 
land,  nothing  more  than  nominal  damages  can  be  recovered 
where  the  agent  fails  to  show  that  he  could  have  made  a  sale 
on  the  principal's  terms.  Milligan  v.  Owen,  123  Iowa  285,  98 
N.  W.  792. 

Sec.  369.    Notice  to  agent  to  bind  the  principal  must  be  given 
while  acting  for  the  principal. 

Notice  to  an  agent  to  bind  the  principal  must  be  given  to 
the  agent  while  engaged  in  the  business  and  negotiations  of 
the  principal,  or  when  it  would  be  a  breach  of  trust  in  the 
agent  not  to  communicate  the  knowledge  to  his  principal.  Pep- 
per v.  George,  51  Ala.  190;  Pringle  v.  Dunn,  37  Wis.  449. 

Sec.  360.    Broker,  on  finding  customer  to  buy,  to  be  entitled 
to  commissions  must  give  principal  notice. 

Although  the  broker  finds  a  customer  before  the  principal 
sells  the  property,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission  if  he 
delays  to  notify  the  o\^Tier  until  after  a  sale  is  made  by  the 
latter.  Bears  v.  Hyland,  65  Minn.  150,  67  N.  W.  1148 ;  Barnett 
V.  Gluting,  3  Ind.  App.  415,  29  N.  E.  154,  927 ;  Burnett  v.  Ed- 
ling,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775. 

Sec.  361.    Notice  waived  where  principal  instructs  broker  to 
send  prospective  buyers  to  him. 

Wliere  a  real  estate  agent  is  instructed  by  the  principal  to 
send  persons  inquiring  about  the  property  to  the  latter,  the 
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agent  is  not  required  to  notify  the  principal  of  the  fact  that 
he  has  sent  persons  to  him,  in  order  to  recover  commissions  on 
a  sale  to  any  of  sucli  persons.  Clifford  v.  Meyer,  6  Ind.  App. 
633,  33  N.  E.  127,  34  N.  E.  23. 

Sec.  362.    Principal  can  not  reject  offer  through  broker,  and 
then  sell  and  escape  liability  for  commissions. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  employed  to  sell  lands  introduces 
the  owner  to  a  purchaser  and  negotiations  are  commenced 
through  such  introduction,  the  agent  is  entitled  to  his  commis- 
sions though  a  sale  is  not  effected  at  first,  and  the  owner  de- 
clares the  transaction  off,  but  afterward  makes  the  sale  himself, 
without  the  aid  of  the  agent.  Scott  v.  Patterson,  53  Ark.  49, 
13  S.  W.  419 ;  Day  v.  Porter,  161  111.  235,  43  N.  E.  1073 ;  Somers 
V.  Wescott,  66  N.  J.  L.  551,  49  A.  462. 

Sec.  363.    Agent  authorized  to  make  a  written  can  not  make 
an  oral  contract. 

An  agent  must  closely  follow  the  instructions  of  his  prin- 
cipal; therefore,  an  agent  authorized  to  enter  into  a  '*  written 
contract"  for  the  sale  of  land,  can  not  enter  into  a  verbal 
agreement  for  its  sale.  Berning  v.  Pierce,  5  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.) 
548.     See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  363a.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  contract 
not  in  conformity  with  authorization. 

Under  a  contract  providing  that  a  broker  on  securing  a  pur- 
chaser  shall  receive  a  commission  **when  the  contract  for  the 
sale  is  signed,"  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  the  commission 
on  securing  a  parol  ofter  which  is  accepted  by  the  principal, 
where  no  contract  of  sale  is  signed,  and  the  person  making 
the  offer  fails  to  complete  the  purchase.  Schlansky  v.  Hillman, 
111  N.  Y.  S.  696.    See  Sec.  556. 

Sec.  364.    Agent  acting  under  oral  authority  can  not  bind 
principal  by  written  covenants. 

An  agent  acting  under  parol  authority  can  not  bind  his 
principal  by  a  written  covenant  under  seal,  signed  with  the 
name  of  such  principal;  such  an  instrument  is  not,  in  any 
sense,  the  deed  of  the  principal,  unless  delivered  by  him.  Ear- 
shaw  V.  McKesson,  65  N.  C.  688.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 


CHAPTER  VI. 


SECTION. 

365.  Postponement  by   purchaser 

— Broker    earns    commis- 
sions. 

366.  Undisputed     possession     for 

years — ^Agent   authorized. 

367.  Words  "placed  in  hands  of" 

do  not  give  possession. 

368.  Agent  paying  money — Takes 

deed  to  self  absolutely. 
369..    Principal    taking    land    for 
cash  liable  to  broker. 

370.  Principal  should  pay  broker 

who   produced   purchaser. 

371.  Pool   to   divide  commissions 

bars  recovery  by  broker. 

372.  Agent  to  make  repairs,  not 

permanent     improvement. 

373.  Broker  can  not  retain  com- 

missions   from     purchase 
money. 

374.  Vendor  refusing  to  sell  liable 

for  commission. 


SECTION. 

374a.  Owner  can  not,  by  refusing 
to  convey,  avoid  liability 
to  broker  for  earned  com- 
missions. 

375.  Wlien   refusing  to  sell  bro- 

ker not  entitled. 

376.  Other    property    taken  does 

not     deprive     broker     of 
commissions. 

377.  Broker     refused     land     for 

commission      may      take 
cash. 

378.  Originally  agreeing  to  take, 

on    refusal,    can    not    re- 
cover in  money. 

379.  Release   by   one   broker   left 

other  entitled  to   half  of 
remaining  land. 

380.  Release  of  vendee  does  not 

deprive  t^roker  of  fee. 


Sec.  366.    Postponement  by  prospective  purchaser,  broker  not 
defeated  of  commissions  by  sale  through  another. 

Where  a  broker  put  his  principal  in  communication  with  a 
prospective  purchaser  for  his  lot,  and  the  prospective  pur- 
chaser postponed  the  proposition  for  the  time  being,  but  after- 
ward went  to  another  real  estate  agent,  who  was  known  to 
have  authority  to  sell  the  lot,  and  made  the  purchase  from  him 
at  a  slightly  reduced  price,  it  was  held  that  the  first  agent 
having  set  on  foot  inquiries  and  negotiations  that  culminated 
in  the  sale  was  entitled  to  the  commission  therefor.     Cunliff  v. 

Hausman,  97  Mo.  App.  467,  71  S.  W.  368.    Compare  Sec.  370. 
230 
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Sec.  366.    PosBession  nndisputed  for  years  raises  presump- 
tion of  authority  of  agent  to  convey. 

After  many  years  undisputed  possession  of  real  or  personal 
property  under  a  conveyance  executed  by  a  person  as  agent, 
his  authority  will  be  presumed.  Stockbridge  v.  West  Stock- 
bridge,  14  Mass.  257,  261. 

Sec.  367.    Words  ''placed  in  the  hands  of"  do  not  give  agent 
the  right  to  the  possession  of  the  property. 

The  expression  ''placed  in  the  hands  of to  be  sold'* 

used  in  a  contract  by  which  one  person  agrees  to  sell  land 
for  another  for  a  commission,  does  not  confer  on  the  agent  a 
right  to  the  possession  of  the  real  estate;  it  is  a  familiar  form 
of  expression  used  to  indicate  the  appointment  of  an  agent  to 
sell  property.    Reeder  v.  Butler,  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  604. 

Sec.  368.    Agent  buying  for  principal,  pajring  purchase  money 
and  taking  deed  to  himself,  holds  absolutely. 

Where  a  man  employs  an  agent  by  parol  to  buy  an  estate, 
and  the  agent  accordingly  buys  it,  and  no  part  of  the  considera- 
tion is  paid  by  the  principal  and  there  is  no  written  agreement 
between  the  parties,  the  principal  can  not  compel  the  agent  to 
convey  the  estate  to  him.  Dorsey  v.  Clarke,  4  Har.  &  J.  (Md.) 
551 ;  Pinnock  v.  Clough,  16  Vt.  500.    Compare  Sec.  462. 

Sec.  369.    Principal  accepting  property  in  lieu  of  cash,  liable 
to  broker  for  commissions. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  his  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale 
where  the  principal  without  oij.iecting  accepts  property  in  lieu 
of  cash.  Clark  v.  Allen,  125  Cal.  276,  57  P.  985 ;  Rabb  v.  John- 
son, 28  Ind.  App.  665,  63  N.  E.  580 ;  Orether  v.  McCormick,  79 
Mo.  App.  325;  Eennerly  v.  Somervilhy  68  Mo.  App.  222;  S,  E. 
Crowley  Co.  v.  Myers,  69  N.  J.  L.  245,  55  A.  305 ;  Showaker  v. 
Kelly,  21  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  390;  Thornton  v.  Moody  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  93),  24  S.  W.  331.    See  also  Sees.  275,  376. 

Sec.  370.    Principal  should  pay  the  broker  who  procured  the 
purchaser. 

Where  real  estate  is  placed  for  sale  in  the  hands  of  two 
independent  brokers  under  an  arrangement  with  the  owner 


238  AMERICAN   LAW  REAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

assented  to  by  both  of  them  that  the  commission  shall  be  paid 
to  the  one  selling  the  property,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  owner  to 
pay  the  commission  to  the  one  actually  producing  a  purchaser 
and  consummating  a  sale.  Daniels  v.  Columbia  Heights  Land 
Co,,  9  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  483.  See  Winans  v.  Jacques,  10  Daly 
(N.  Y.)  487. 

Sec.  371.    Agreement  between  broken  to  divide  commissionB 
ban  recovery  thereof. 

Where  defendant  employed  plaintiff  as  his  agent  to  effect  an 
exchange  of  defendant's  property,  plaintiff  being  given  discre- 
tion as  to  the  valuation  to  be  placed  on  the  property,  and 
plaintiff  and  the  agent  of  the  owner  with  whom  the  exchange 
was  made  agreed  to  pool  their  commissions  and  divide  the  pool, 
the  commissions  being  based  on  the  valuation,  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover  commissions.  Quinn  v.  Burton,  195  IVIass. 
277,  81  N.  E.  257 ;  Levy  v.  Spencer,  18  Colo.  532,  23  P.  415 ; 
Norman  v.  Roseman,  59  Mo.  App.  682;  Arm^strong  v.  O'Brien, 
83  Tex.  635,  19  S.  W.  268 ;  Shepard  v.  Hill,  6  Wash.  605,  34  P. 
159;  Carder  v.  O'Neill,  207  Mo.  632,  106  S.  W.  10;  Plotner  v. 
ChUlian  (Okla  Sup.  '08),  95  P.  775  If  the  principals  have 
knowledge  of  the  pool  and  do  not  object  thereto,  the  broker  is 
not  barred  recovery  of  commissions.  Kurinsky  v.  Lynch  (Mass. 
'09),  87  N.  E.  70;  Bearing  v.  Sears,  3  N.  Y.  S.  31.  Compare 
Alvard  v.  Cook,  174  Mass.  120,  54  N.  E.  499. 

Sec.  372.    Authority  to  an  agent  to  make  necessary  repairs, 
does  not  extend  to  permanent  improvements. 

If  one  employed  to  manage  property  for  its  owner  is  empow- 
ered to  make  such  repairs  only  as  are  necessary  to  preserve  and 
protect  the  property  from  ordinary  wear  and  tear,  he  can  not 
charge  the  owner  with  the  expense  of  permanent  improvem^ts, 
or  of  rebuilding  after  a  fire.  Beckman  v.  Wilson,  61  Cal.  336; 
Planer  v.  Equitable  L.  A,  Soc.  (N.  J.  Ch.  '97),  37  A.  668.  See 
references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  373.    Broker  can  not,  unless  anthorized,  retain  oommis- 
sions  from  purchase  money. 

Where  real  estate  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  brokers  for 
sale,  and  they  purchased  it  from  the  agent  of  the  owner  with 
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power  to  sell,  such  agent  had  no  legal  right  to  retain  com- 
missions out  of  the  price  received,  in  the  absence  of  a  specific 
agreement  to  that  effect.  Knott  v.  Midkijf,  114  La.  234,  38 
S.  153.     See  also  Sec.  285,  and  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  374.    Vendor  by  refusal  to  sell,  liable  to  broker  for  com- 
mission, though  to  be  paid  by  customer. 

W.  employed  C.  &  R.  to  purchase  a  lot  for  him  upon  certain 
terms,  stipulating  that  the  compensation  of  the  latter  was  to  be 
deducted  from  the  purchase  money  going  to  the  vendor,  and 
was  in  no  event  to  be  paid  by  W.  Held,  that  W.  would  be 
liable  to  C.  &  R.  for  their  proper  fees  in  case  of  a  violation  of 
the  contract  by  W.  in  refusing  to  take  the  property.  Cowander 
v.  Waddingham,  2  Mo.  App.  551 ;  Bird  v.  Blackwell  (Mo.  App. 
'09),  115  S.  W.  487.    See  also  Sees.  197,  454. 

Sec.  S74a.    Owner  can  not,  by  refusing  to  convey,  avoid  lia- 
bility to  the  broker  for  earned  commissions. 

An  owner  can  not,  by  refusing  to  convey,  avoid  liability  to 
the  broker  for  services  rendered  in  procuring  a  purchaser  while 
the  contract  of  employment  was  in  force.  Johnson  v.  Huber 
(Kan.  Sup.  '09),  103  P.  99. 

Sec.  375.    Principal  refusing  to  sell,  broker  not  entitled  to 
commission,  in  the  absence  of  an  established  custom. 

It  is  the  custom  of  land  agents  or  brokers  in  Wisconsin  to 
charge  and  receive  three  per  cent,  of  the  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase money.  K.  verbally  employed  P.,  a  land  broker,  to  sell 
for  him  certain  lands  at  a  fixed  price.  P.  found  a  person  who 
was  ready  and  willing  to  purchase  on  the  proposed  terms  when 
K.  refused  to  sell ;  P.  then  brought  suit,  declaring  upon  a  con- 
tract or  promise  of  K.  to  pay  three  per  cent,  of  the  purchase 
money  agreeably  to  usage  in  such  cases.  But  it  was  held  that 
such  rate  of  compensation  and  such  implied  contract  depended 
upon  the  consummation  of  the  sale.  Usage  in  order  to  enter 
into  and  become  a  part  of  the  law  of  contract  or  trade  must 
be  established  so  clearly  and  explicitly,  and  be  so  notorious  that 
the  party  must  be  presumed  to  know  it  and  to  have  contracted 
witli  reference  to  it.  Power  v.  Kane,  5  Wis.  265.  See  Cavender 
V.  Waddingham,  2  Mo.  App.  551. 
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Sec.  376.    Broker  not  deprived  of  commissiona  as  to  part  of 
consideration  paid  by  other  property. 

Where  a.  broker  produces  an  acceptable  purchaser  in  the 
manner  and  under  the  agreement  stated,  he  will  not  be  de- 
prived of  his  commissions  because  the  principal  part  of  the 
consideration  for  the  land  by  the  buyer  is  other  real  estate 
which  he  owned.  Driesbach  v.  Rollins,  39  Kan.  268,  18  P.  187. 
See  also  Sec.  275,  369. 

Sec.  377.    Broker  agreeing  to  take  real  estate  for  compensa- 
tion, on  refusal  can  recover  in  cash. 

A  broker  who,  after  performance  of  his  contract,  agrees  to 
take  real  estate  as  compensation,  upon  the  principars  refusal 
to  convey  the  realty,  is  entitled  to  recover  the  commission  in 
cash.  Morey  v.  Harvey y  18  Colo.  40;  31  P.  719.  Compare  Bai- 
ley V.  Gardner,  6  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  147. 

Sec.  378.    Broker  originally  agreeing  to  take  realty  for  com- 
pensation, on  refusal,  can  not  recover  in  money. 

The  plaintiff,  who  was  a  real  estate  broker,  agreed  before 
certain  commissions  were  earned  by  him,  to  take  payment  of 
them  in  lots  of  land,  and  afterwards  selected  the  lots  he  would 
take;  a  deed  thereof  was  duly  tendered  and  refused.  Held^ 
that  he  could  not  recover  the  commission  in  money,  on  the 
ground  that  the  agreement  to  convey  the  land  was  void.  Bailey 
V.  Gardner,  6  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  147.  Compare  Morey  v. 
Harvey,  18  Colo.  40,  31  P.  .719. 

Sec.  379.    Release  to  owner  by  one  broker  left  the  other  enti- 
tled to  one-half  of  remaining  land. 

An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  a 
tract  of  land;  the  broker,  with  the  owner's  consent,  employed  a 
third  person  to  assist  in  procuring  a  purchaser;  the  owner 
thereupon  executed  an  agreement  reciting  that  the  broker  and 
the  third  person  were  to  receive  any  amount  above  $17,000  for 
the  whole  tract ;  a  purchaser  agreed  to  take  a  part  of  the  tract 
at  $20,000;  the  owner  paid  the  broker  his  commissions,  re- 
ceiving a  receipt  in  full.  Held,  that  the  third  person  was  en- 
titled to  the  half  of  the  land  remaining  unsold,  but  not  to  any 
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part  released  to  the  owner  by  the  broker  by  his  receipt  in  full, 
and  objection  to  the  contract  sued  on,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  comes  too  late  after  judgment. 
Ewart  V.  Young,  119  :Mo.  App.  483,  96  S.  W.  420.  Amendment 
allowable  in  Appellate  Court.  Bausch  v.  McConnell,  13  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  640. 

Sec.  380.    Belease  by  vendor  of  vendee  from  his  obligation 
does  not  deprive  broker  of  right  to  commissions. 

A  broker  has  earned  his  commissions  when  he  has  presented 
a  customer  whom  the  owner  accepts,  and  evidences  such  accept- 
ance by  entering  into  an  enforceable,  binding  contract;  the 
action  of  the  vendor  in  releasing  a  vendee  from  his  obligations, 
for  reasons  suiting  his  o^^ti  convenience,  can  not  affect  the 
right  of  the  broker  to  recover  his  commissions.  Packer  v. 
Sheppard,  127  111.  App.  598;  Ward  v.  Cobb,  148  Mass.  518, 
20  N.  E.  174. 
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Sec.  381.    Agent  to  collect  rent  not  authorized  to  employ  bro- 
ker to  sell  land. 

The  issue  was,  whether  one  executing  a  contract  on  behalf 
of  a  landowner  had  authority  so  to  do,  and  it  was  shown  that 
he  was  authorized  by  one  who  was  engaged  in  renting  property 
and  collecting  rents  for  the  landowner.  Held,  that  the  relations 
between  the  rent  agent  and  the  owner  were  not  suflScient  to 
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warrant  an  inference  of  authority  to  empower  the  person 
executing  the  contract.  TopUff  v.  Shadwell,  64  Kan.  884,  67 
P.  545 ;  Hunn  v.  Ashton,  121  Iowa  265,  96  N.  W.  745.  See  also 
Sec.  392  and  reference  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  382.    Broker  reqtured  to  refund  conunisrions  when  he  has 
acted  in  bad  faith. 

Where,  after  confirmation  of  sale,  the  owner  pays  to  the* 
broker  the  commissions  agreed  on,  and  afterwards  discovers 
that  the  title  to  the  land  he  has  received  in  exchange  is  defec- 
tive, and  the  representations  made  as  to  the  situation  and 
value  are  false.  Held,  before  he  can  recover  from  such  broker 
the  commissions  so  paid  for  the  exchange,  he  must  further  show 
that  the  broker  acted  in  bad  faith,  and  concealed  from  him 
information  possessed  by  said  broker  in  regard  to  the  title, 
situation  and  value  of  the  land.  Lockwood  v.  Halsey,  41  Kan. 
166,  21  P.  98;  Volker  v.  Fisk  (N.  J.Ch.  '09),  72  A.  1011.  See 
also  Sec.  323. 

Sec.  383.    Receipt  by  broker,  signed  by  himself  as  agent,  binds 
him  individually. 

Where  brokers,  making  a  sale,  give  the  vendee  a  receipt  for 
the  first  payment,  signed  by  themselves  as  agents,  in  which  it 
is  stated,  **it  is  agreed  that  in  case  the  title  appears  to  be  not 
^ood,  this  $1,000  will  be  refunded  by  us,'*  they  are  personally 
liable  to  the  vendee,  in  case  of  failure  of  title,  even  though  the 
contract  of  sale  by  the  vendor  contains  a  similar  provision. 
Mead  v.  Altgeld,  136  111.  298,  26  N.  E.  388 ;  Reed  v.  Riddle,  48 
N.  J.  Ch.  359,  7  A.  487.    See  also  Sees.  76a,  168. 

Sec.  384.    Where  agent  gives  receipt  in  name  of  principal, 
purchaser  must  look  to  latter. 

Where  an  agent  receipts  for  money  in  the  name  of  his  prin- 
cipal, the  purchaser  must  look  to  the  latter  to  account  for  it, 
and  can  not  recover  from  the  agent,  whether  the  latter  has  de- 
livered it  to  his  principal  or  not.  McCubbin  v.  Oraham,  4  Kan. 
340;  Bamford  v.  Shuttleworih,  11  Ad.  &  El.  (Eng.)  926;  Harir 
cock  V.  Oomery,  58  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  490;  Colvin  v.  Holbrook,  2 
N.  Y.  126;  Costigan  v.  Newland,  12  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  1456.  See 
Sees.  385,  642b. 


244  AMERICAN   LAW  REAL  ESTATE   AGENCY. 

Bee.  385.    Beceipt  in  name  of  principal,  purchaser  may  recall 
before  money  is  paid  to  him. 

If  a  party  who  has  paid  money  to  an  agent  for  the  use  of 
his  principal  becomes  entitled  to  recall  it,  he  may,  upon  notice 
to  the  agent,  recall  it,  provided  the  agent  has  not  paid  it  over 
to  his  principal.  Bamford  v.  SJmttleworth,  11  Ad.  &  El. 
(Eng.)  926;  Saddle  v.  Evans,  4  Burr,  1984;  1  Pars.  Con.  79; 
Story  on  Ag.,  Sec.  300.     Compare  Sees.  642b,  384. 

Sec.  386.    Creditor  authorized  to  collect  rent  can  not  pay  there- 
from his  own  debt. 

A.  authorized  B.  to  collect  certain  rents,  and  directed  him  to 
apply  them,  (1)  to  the  payment  of  certain  demands  due  to 
thii*d  persons,  and  then  to  the  payment  of  a  mortgage  held  by 
B.  B.  collected  the  rents,  which  did  not  amount  to  enough  to 
pay  the  preferred  demands,  and  appropriated  them  all  to  his 
own  claim.  In  an  action  by  A.  for  the  money,  Held,  that  B. 
could  not  set  off  his  own  demand.  Tagg  v.  Bowman,  108  Pa. 
St.  273.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  387.    Agent  to  collect  rent  most  apply  the  same  as  di- 
rected by  principal. 

Where  defendant,  after  he  had  been,  by  an  instrument  in 
writing,  authorized  by  the  o\vTier  of  land  to  collect  rents  and 
make  certain  disposition  thereof,  accepted  an  order  by  such 
owner  directing  him  to  pay  a  specific  portion  of  the  accrued 
rents  to  the  payee  therein,  this  was  a  modification  of  the  orig- 
inal agreement  and  bitiding  upon  defendant,  though  he  might 
otherwise  have  been  entitled  to  apply  such  rent  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  claims  held  by  him.  Oray  v.  Barge,  50  N.  W.  1014, 
47  Minn.  498. 

Sec.  388.    Broker  acting  in  the  interest  of  others,  not  entitled 
to  share  in  transaction  negotiated  for  principal. 

An  agreement  that  a  land  agent  shall  have  an  interest  in 
transactions  negotiated  by  him,  does  not  entitle  him  to  share 
in  a  transaction  in  which  he  acted  for  other  persons  from  whom 
he  received  compensation  for  effecting  the  sale.  Home  v.  In- 
graham,  125  111.  198,  16  N.  E.  868.    See  also  Sees.    290.  314. 
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Sec.  389.    Broker  purchasing  property  not  entitled  to  commis- 
siona  for  its  sale. 

An  agreement  by  a  real  estate  agent  to  divide  commissions 
on  the  sale  of  certain  property  if  plaintiff  should  find  a  pur- 
chaser does  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  a  share  of  the  commission, 
where  he  and  a  third  person  purchased  the  property.  Morgan- 
stern  V.  Hill,  28  N.  Y.  S.  704,  8  Misc.  356 ;  Hess  v.  Oallagher, 
117  N.  Y.  S.  960.    See  also  Sec.  290. 

Sec.  389a.    Agent  can  not  become  the  buyer  of  the  principal's 
property,  even  when  sold  at  particular  price. 

An  agent  can  not  become  the  buyer  of  the  principal's  prop- 
erty, even  when  there  is  a  sale  at  a  particular  price.  Ruckman 
V.  Burgholz,  37  N.  J.  L.  437;  Armstrong  v.  Elliott,  29  Mich. 
485.  Compare  Sec.  40.  Welling  v.  Poulsen  (Mich.  Sup.  10), 
125  N.  W.  373. 

Sec.  389b.    When  employed  to  purchase,  agent  can  not  sell  his 
own  property  to  principal. 

When  employed  to  purchase  an  agent  can  not  sell  his  own 
property  to  his  principal.  Deep  River,  etc.,  v.  Fox,  4  Ired. 
(N.  C.)  Eq.  61;  Banks  v.  Judah,  8  Conn.  145;  Matthews  v. 
Light,  32  Me.  305;  Copeland  v.  M.  Ins.  Co.,  6  Pick.  (Mass.) 
198;  Moore  v.  Mandlebaum,  8  Mich.  433;  Moore  v.  Moore,  5 
N.  Y.  256 ;  Sturdevant  v.  Pike,  1  Ind.  277 ;  Segar  v.  Edwards, 
11  Leigh  (Va.)  213;  Shannon  v.  Marmaduke,  14  Tex.  217; 
Cumberland,  etc.,  Co.  v.  Sherman,  30  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  553. 

Sec.  389c.    Circumstances  under  which  agent  had  a  right  to 
purchase  the  property  for  himself. 

Defendant  was  employed  to  effect  a  purchase  of  real  estate 
at  a  price  not  to  exceed  $51,000,  and  to  take  a  contract  there- 
for in  his  own  name,  to  be  assigned  to  plaintiff.  Held,  that 
after  using  all  reasonable  efforts  to  obtain  said  property  for 
plaintiff  at  the  limited  sum,  without  success,  he  had  a  right  to 
purchase  the  same  for  himself  at  the  sum  of  $52,000,  the  con- 
tract of  employment  fixing  the  law  of  the  case,  without  regard 
to  the  fiduciary  relations  of  the  parties.  Pearsall  v.  Hirch,  14 
X.  Y.  S.  305;  Clark  v.  Delano  (Mass.  Sup.  '10),  91  N.  E.  299. 
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8ec.  390.    Bntor  emplpying  liable  for  fraud  of  rab-agent. 

A  broker  is  liable  for  the  fraud  of  a  sub-agent  employed  by 
him,  and  not  in  privity  with  the  broker's  principal.  Barnard 
V.  Coffin,  141  Mass.  37,  6  N.  E.  364.    See  also  Sec.  25. 

Sec.  391.    Sab-agent  concealing  fact  from  principal  deprived 
broker  of  right  to  commiBsion. 

Where  a  sub-agent  conceals  from  the  principal  the  fact  that 
he  is  acting  for  the  agent,  the  latter  can  not  recover  a  com- 
mission. Mullen  V.  Bower,  22  Ind.  App.  294,  53  N.  E.  790. 
See  also  Sees.  25,  291. 

Sec.  382.    Sub-agent  exceeding  authority  can  not  bind  the 
principal  for  commuwions. 

An  agent  to  receive  bids  for  property,  who  has  no  authority 
to  consummate  a  sale,  can  not  appoint  a  sub-agent  so  as  to 
bind  the  principal  for  commissions  on  a  sale  made  to  a  pur- 
chaser found  by  such  sub-agent.  Jones  v.  Brand,  106  Ky.  410, 
20  Ky.  L.  R.  1997,  50  S.  W.  679.    See  also  Sees.  381,  395. 

Sec.  392a.    Broker  selling  on  terms  varying  from  instructions. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  property  to  certain 
persons  on  a  payment  down  of  $17,500,  he  could  not  bind  his 
principal  by  accepting  a  part  payment  of  $10  only,  and  hence 
was  not  entitled  to  the  commissions.  Stoutenburg  v.  Evans 
(Iowa  Sup.  '09),  120  N.  W.  59.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  392b.    Broker  departing  from  instructions  in  making  sale. 

A  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  who  would  pay  the 
purchase  price,  and  in  addition  assume  such  assessments  as 
might  be  levied  against  the  property,  did  not  comply  with  the 
terms  given  him  so  as  to  be  entitled  to  the  commission,  where, 
in  l)is  agre.ement  with  the  proposed  purchaser,  it  was  provided 
that  the  purchaser  might  assume  the  assessments,  and  if  he 
did  deduct  them  from  the  price.  Kane  v.  Dawson,  52  Wash, 
411,  100  P.  837.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  393.    Principal  not  liable  to  compensate  sub-agent  em- 
ployed by  broker. 

Ordinarily  the  principal  is  not  liable  to  compensate  a  sub- 
agent  employed  by  the  broker  to  sell  the  properly,  although 
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authorized  to  take  any  steps  necessary.  Carroll  v.  Tucker,  21 
N.  Y.  S.  952,  2  Misc.  397;  Mason  v.  Clifton,  3  F.  &  P.  (Eng.) 
899;  J.  B.  Watkins  Ld,  Mtge.  Co.  v.  Thetford  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
*06),  96  S.  W.  72;  Benham  v.  Ferris  (Mich.  Sup.  '10),  124 
N.  W.  538;  Sterling  v.  DeLaune  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W),  105 
S.  W.  1169.  See  also  Sec.  25.  Unless  he  has  ratified  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  sub-agent.  Warren  Com,,  etc.,  Co.  v.  R.  E. 
Co.,  120  Mo.  App.  432,  96  S.  W.  1038. 

Sec.  394.    Broker  not  liable  for  poor  sale  by  sub-agent. 

If  an  owner  of  land  employs  a  broker  to  sell  it,  and  the 
broker  employs  an  agent  in  the  place  where  the  land  is,  and 
the  broker  honestly  believes  an  oflfer  made  by  the  agent  to 
be  a  good  one,  and  so  states  to  the  owner,  who  accepts  the  offer 
in  reliance  on  what  is  told  him,  the  broker  is  not  liable  if  the 
offer  turns  out  to  have  been  a  poor  one,  he  having  used  rea- 
sonable care  in  the  matter.    Barnard  v.  Coffin,  188  Mass.  37. 
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Sec.  306.    Sub-agent  violating  instractiona  in  obtaining  offer 
in  advance  of  bids. 

One  who  has  been  employed  by  the  agent  to  assist  him  in 
obtaining  bids  for  property,  was  not  acting  under  that  au- 
thority when  he  advised  others  to  make  the  principal  an  offer 
in  advance  of  the  bid  obtained  by  the  agent  which  was  about 
to  be  accepted  by  the  principal.  Jones  v.  Brand,  106  Ky.  410, 
20  Ky.  L.  R.  1997,  50  S.  W.  679.    See  Sees.  381,  392. 
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Sec.  396.    Sub-a^ent  ordinarily  entitled  to  share  of  one-half 
the  commissions. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  division  of  broker's  commissions, 
defendant  agreed  to  pay  one-half  of  the  commissions  earned  on 
the  sale,  and  defendant  admitted  receiving  $287.50,  it  was 
proper  for  the  court  to  assess  plaintiff's  damages  at  one-half 
of  such  sum.  McCleary  v.  Willis^  36  Wash.  676,  77  P.  1073 ; 
Bray  v.  Biggs,  110  Mo.  App.  630^  85  S.  W.  116. 

Sec.  397.    Agreement  with  sub-agent  to  divide  fees  binding  on 
producing  purchaser. 

Where  plaintiff  was  authorized  by  the  owner  of  land  to  sell 
it,  and  agreed  to  share  the  commission  with  defendant  in  case 
the  latter  found  a  purchaser,  the  contract  was  unilateral,  bind- 
ing on  neither  party  until  defendant  found  a  purchaser.  Wefel 
V.  Stillman,  151  Ala.  249,  44  S.  203 ;  Casey  v.  Richards,  101  P. 
36  (Cal.  App.  '09).    See  also  Sec.  20. 

Sec.  398.    One  employing  an  agent  to  find  a  purchaser  liable 
for  commissions. 

One  who  employed  a  broker  to  find  a  purchaser  for  real 
estate,  and  who  did  not  disclose  to  the  broker  that  he  was  acting 
as  an  agent,  and  did  not  disclose  his  principal  until  after  the 
broker  had  found  a  purchaser,  was  liable  to  the  broker  for  com- 
missions. Taubenblatt  v.  Oalewski,  108  N.  Y.  S.  588.  See 
also  Sec.  222. 

Sec.  399.    Secretly  learning  price  of  property  and  sending 
buyer,  broker  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

Where  owners  of  real  estate  expressly  refused  to  employ  the 
plaintiff,  a  broker,  in  selling  their  property,  it  was  held  tliat 
the  mere  fact  that  the  plaintiff,  having  ascertained  the  price 
charged  for  the  property,  sent  a  purchaser,  to  whom  a  sale 
was  effected,  did  not  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  commis- 
sions.   Pierce  v.  Thomas,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  354.    See  also  Sec.  443. 

Sec.  400.    Secretly  representing  both  parties  defeats  broker's 
right  to  commissions. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  secretly  undertakes  to  represent 
both    parties,   is  not  permitted  t^  recover   commissions   from 
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either.    Williams  v.  Moore-Oaunt  Co.,  3  Ga.  App.  756,  60  S.  E. 
372;  Hess  v.  Gallagher,  117  N.  Y.  S.,  960.    See  also  Sec.  314. 

Sec.  401.    Oiving  commissions  to  purchaser's  agent  vendor  acts 
in  bad  faith,  but  contract  not  void. 

The  act  of  the  vendor  in  giving  secret  commissions  to  the 
vendee's  agent,  although  contrary  to  good  faith  and  the  policy 
of  the  law,  does  not  make  the  contract  of  sale  absolutely  void. 
Lightcap  v.  Nicola,  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  189.  Compare  Grant  v. 
Gold  Ex,  Syti.,  12  B.  (Eng.)  233,  69  L.  J.  2  B.  150.  See  also 
Sec.  40. 

Sec.  402.    Broker  required  to  exercise  such  skill  as  is  employed 
by  persons  in  his  calling. 

A  broker  is  required  to  use  such  skill  as  is  ordinarily  pos- 
sessed and  employed  by  persons  of  common  capacity  engaged 
in  the  same  trade  or  business,  and  such  diligence  as  persons 
of  common  prudence  are  accustomed  to  use  about  their  own 
business  affairs.  Bronnenhurg  v.  Rinker,  2  Ind.  App.  391,  28 
N.  E.  568;  Shepherd  v.  Field,  70  111.  438;  McFarland  v. 
McClus,  1  Pa.  Cases,  504,  5  Atl.  50;  Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  494. 

Sec.  403.    Broker  may  be  responsible  for  the  sufficiency  of  the 
security. 

Where  a  vendor  relies  on  his  broker  in  the  sale  of  property, 
he  must  exercise  reasonable  care  in  passing  on  the  sufficiency 
of  the  security  taken  for  the  price,  if  he  has  accepted  that  re- 
sponsibility.   Harlow  v.  Bartlett,  170  Mass.  584,  49  N.  E.  1014. 

Sec.  404.    Broker  must  account  to  principal  for  money  received 
and  withheld,  and  statute  of  frauds  no  protection. 

Although  an  appointment  in  writing  is  necessary  to  consti- 
tute one  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  one  who  sells  real 
estate  as  the  owner's  agent  would  not  be  justified  in  retaining 
the  difference  between  the  amount  that  he  represented  to  his 
principal  he  received  for  the  property,  and  the  amount  he 
actually  received,  because  his  appointment  was  not  in  writing. 
Merriman  v.  Thompson,  48  Wash.  500,  93  P.  1075.  See  also 
Sec.  456. 
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Sec.  405.  Broker  for  seller,  member  of  purchasing  syndicate, 
bars  commissions. 

The  fact  that,  unknown  to  the  principal,  a  member  of  a  firm 
employed  to  sell  land  belongs  to  the  syndicate  to  which  the 
land  was  sold,  bars  the  first  from  recovering  commissions  for 
the  sale,  though  the  price  received  by  tHfe*  principal  was  fair  and 
all  that  he  demanded.  Hammond  v.  Bookwalter,  12  Ind.  App. 
177,  39  N.  E.  872.    See  also  Sec.  559. 

Sec.  406.  Broker  giving  names  of  syndicate  to  owners,  and  be- 
fore formed  latter  sells  to  others,  broker  barred  commis- 
sions. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions 
it  appeared  that  he  furnished  the  names  of  the  members  of  a 
purchasing  syndicate  to  the  owner,  but  the  syndicate  was  not 
fully  formed,  and  all  the  purchasers  were  not  then  known,  and 
it  did  not  appear  what  proportion  of  the  price  each  was  to 
pay,  and  the  owner  sold  to  others  before  the  syndicate  was 
fully  formed.  Held,  that  the  broker  could  not  recover  commis- 
sions, as  he  did  not  produce  a  person  ready  and  willing  to 
purchase.     Gerding  v.  Haskin,  141  N.  Y.  514,  36  N.  E.  601. 

Sec.  407.  Tenants  in  common  jointly  liable  for  broker's  com- 
missions. 

Where  land  is  owned  by  two  tenants  in  common,  and  is 
placed  in  the  hands  of  one,  who  sells  it  through  a  broker,  the 
owners  are  jointly  liable  for  the  broker's  commissions.  Clif- 
ford V.  Meyer,  6  Ind.  App.  633,  34  N.  E.  23;  Schomberg  v. 
Auzier,  101  Ky.  292,  19  Ky.  L.  B.  548,  40  S.  W.  911. 

Sec.  408.  Brdcer  eifecting  sale  on  lower  terms  than  author- 
ized, loses  commissions. 

A  broker  must  follow  the  instructions  of  his  employer ;  there- 
fore, one  who  is  promised  compensation  if  he  will  procure  a 
purchaser  for  property  on  certain  terms  can  not  claim  com- 
pensation for  effecting  a  sale  on  lower  terms,  he  having,  more- 
over, acted  in  part  in  the  buyer's  interest.  Williams  v.  McGraw, 
52  Mich.  480,  18  N.  W.  227 ;  McDonald  v.  Cabiness,  100  Tex. 
615,  98  S.  W.  943,  102  S.  W.  720;  Yarn  v.  Pelott,  55  Pla.  357, 
45  S.  1015. 
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Sec.  '409.    Terms  of  authorization  can  not  be  varied  by  the 
broker. 

A  letter  authorizing  agents  to  sell  land  for  $2,200,  provided 
that  the  party  could  pay  $700  down,  and  the  balance  in  one, 
two  and  three  years,  does  not  authorize  them  to  sell  for  $1,000 
down  and  the  balance 'in  one  and  two  years.  Speer  v.  Craig, 
16  Colo.  478,  27  P.  891 ;  Bunks  v.  Pierce,  33  Colo.  440,  80  P. 
1036;  Rake  v.  Townsend  (Iowa  Sup.  '05),  102  N.  W.  499; 
Crosihwaite  v.  Lebus,  146  Ala.  525,  41  S.  853;  Engle  v.  Johti- 
ton,  34  InA  App.  593,  73  N.  E.  772.    See  also  Sec.  213. 

Sec.  410.    Terms  of  half  cash  complied  with  by  sale  for  all 
cash  on  delivery  of  deed. 

Where  a  contract  authorizes  an  agent  to  sell  land  for 
'^ $15,000,  about  one-half  cash,"  but  is  sileUt  as  to  a  sale  for 
any  larger  sum,  or  as  to  receiving  more  than  one-half  cash,  or 
as  to  the  form  in  which  that  part  of  the  price  wLich  is  not 
cash  should  be  put,  a  sale  for  $15,000  cash  on  delivery  of  the 
deed  is  in  accordance  with  the  contract.  Witherell  v.  Murphy, 
147  Mass.  417,  18  N.  E.  215.    Compare  Sec.  410a. 

Sec.  410a.    Broker  authorized  to  sell  for  half  cash  and  re- 
mainder on  time  can  not  sell  for  all  cash. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  land  for  one-half  cash  and  balance 
on  credit,  can  not  recover  a  commission  on  the  owner  refusing 
to  consummate  a  sale  for  all  cash,  unless  the  credit  required 
to  be  extended  was  ^o  short  as  to  make  it  in  effect  a  cash  pay- 
ment. Taylor  v.  Read  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  113  S.  W.  191. 
Compare  Sec.  410.    See  references  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  411.    Where  the  contract  of  emplosrment  is  modified,  bro- 
ker's rights  depend  upon  the  new. 

The  terms  of  a  contract  of  employment  may  be  modified  by  a 
subsequent  agreement,  express  or  implied,  the  same  as  any 
other  contract,  in  which  case  the  broker's  right  to  compensa- 
tion depends  upon  the  modified  terms.  Cornell  v.  Hanna  (Kan. 
App.  '98),  53  P.  790;  Deford  v.  Shepard,  6  Kan.  App.  428,  49 
P.  795 ;  May  v.  Schuyler,  43  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  95. 
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Sec.  412.    Broker  failing  to  disclose  to  the  principal  the  best 
terms  loses  right  to  commissions. 

A  broker  employed  to  buy  or  sell  property  is  not  entitled  to 
compensation  where  he  fails  to  act  in  good  faith  and  disclose 
to  his  principal  the  best  terms  upon  which  the  transaction  can 
be  consummated.  Henderson  v.  Vincent,  84  Ala.  99,  4  S.  180; 
Morey  v.  Laird,  108  Iowa,  670,  77  N.  W.  835;  Carpenter  v. 
Fisher,  175  Mass.  9,  55  N.  E.  479 ;  Martin  v.  Bliss,  10  N.  Y.  S. 
886,  57  Hun,  157;  Ballinger  v.  WUson  (N.  J.  Ch.  '02),  53  A. 
488.    See  also  Sec.  412a. 

Section  412a.    Broker  nnderstating  price  obtainable  liable  to 
principal  for  loss. 

If  the  broker  employed  to  sell  or  exchange  property  under- 
states to  the  principal  the  best  price  or  arrangement  obtain- 
able, the  principal,  is  entitled  to  recover  from  him  the  differ- 
ence between  that  obtained  and  that  which  might  have  been 
obtained.  Holmes  v.  Cathcart,  88  Minn.  213,  92  N.  W.  956,  60 
L.  B.  A.  734.    See  also  Sees.  290,  412. 
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Sec.  413.    UnlesB  clothed  with  power  by  owner  no  one  can 
transfer  title  to  another's  land. 

No  one  can  transfer  title  to  another's  property,  unless  the 
ov^ner  has  clothed  him  with  authority,  real  or  apparent,  to  do 
so.     McOoldrick  v.  Willits,  52  N.  Y.  612. 

Sec.  414.    Fraudulent  acts  of  broker  may  give  rise  to  an  acticm 
of  tort. 

If  a  broker  employed  to  sell  property  understates  to  his 
principal  the  price  received  by  him  and  appropriates  the  diflPer- 
ence  must  account  to  him  therefor.    Collins  v.  McClurg,  1  Colo. 
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App.  348,  29  p.  299 ;  Helberg  v.  Nickol,  149  111.  App.  249,  37 
N.  B.  63;  Cornwall  v.  Foord,  96  111.  App.  366;  Bassett  v. 
Rogers,  165  Mass.  377,  43  N.  E.  180 ;  Stearns  v.  Hockbrunn,  24 
Wash.  206,  64  P.  165 ;  Love  v.  Hass,  62  Ind.  255 ;  Henshaw  v. 
Wilsan,  46  111.  App.  364.  And  in  addition,  his  fraudulent  con- 
duct may  subject  him  to  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract. Barnard  v.  Coffin,  141  Mass.  27,  6  N.  E.  364.  Or  to  an 
action  of  tort.  Emmons  v.  Alvord,  177  Mass.  466,  59  N.  E.  126. 
See  also  Deceit,  Sec.  298. 

Sec.  414a.    Proceeding  to  enforce  one  remedy  barred  any  other. 

In  an  action  by  some  of  the  members  of  a  syndicate  which 
own  an  equitable  interest  in  property,  the  legal  title  to  which 
is  held  by  another  in  trust  for  all  the  members,  for  the  amount 
received  by  the  holder  of  the  legal  title  from  a  broker  em- 
ployed by  him  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  the  property,  as  a 
part  of  the  commission  to  be  retained  by  the  broker,  on  the 
ground  of  a  fraudulent  agreement  between  the  holder  of  the 
legal  title  and  the  broker  for  a  division  of  the  commissions, 
bars  an  action  against  the  broker  for  a  rescission  of  the  eon- 
tract  of  employment  and  a  reclamation  of  the  commission  re- 
tained by  the  broker.  Hechscher  v.  Blinton  (Va.  Sup.  '10), 
66  S.  E.  859. 

Sec.  415.    Unauthorized  negotiations  of  brokers  not  ratified  by 
the^sale  by  owner  to  customer. 

Defendants  employed  plaintiff  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 
a  ranch,  and  subsequently  revoked  the  agency,  and  in  the 
course  of  subsequent  correspondence  continually  insisted  that 
the  ranch  was  not  for  sale,  and  that  if  defendants  should  sell 
the  ranch  they  would  not  recognize  any  claim  for  commissions 
which  plaintiff  might  make.  Held,  that  the  subsequent  sale  of 
the  land  by  defendants  to  a  purchaser  with  whom  plaintiff 
had  negotiated,  was  not  a  ratification  of  that  unauthorized  act 
so  as  to  entitle  plaintiff  to  commissions.  Loving  Co.  v.  Hes- 
perian Cattle  Co.,  176  Mo.  330,  75  S.  W.  1095. 

Sec.  416.    Broker  accepting  valuation  made  by  buyer,  princi- 
pal bound  thereby. 

Where  an  agent  negotiating  a  sale  of  the  interest  in  an  es- 
tate accepts  the  valuation  of  the  property  made  by  the  intend- 


256  AMiIIilCAN  LAW  REAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

ing  purchaser,  and  fails  to  examine  the  county  records,  or  take 
other  steps  to  inform  himself  of  the  real  value,  as  advised  to 
do,  he  will  be  held  to  have  acted  on  his  own  judgment,  and 
no  relief  will  be  granted  to  his  principal  if  it  turns  out  that 
the  lands  are  more  valuable  than  they  were  represented  to  be. 
Herron  v.  Herran,  32  N.  W.  407,  71  Iowa,  428.  See  also.  Sec. 
25. 

Sec.  416a.    Owner  bound  by  legitimate  effect  of  his  language 

rather  than  his  own  understanding  of  its  import. 

Where  the  language  used  by  the  owner,  in  conference  with 
the  broker,  and  the  attending  circumstances,  were  such  as  to 
justify  the  broker  in  believing  that  an  extension  of  time  in 
which  to  make  the  sale  was  given,  and  he  acted  on  such  belief, 
the  owner  is  bound  by  the  legitimate  effect  of  his  language 
and  acts,  rather  than  by  his  own  understanding  of  their  im- 
port.   Hancock  v.  Stacey  (Tex.  Sup.  '10),  125  S.  W.  884. 

Sec.  417.    In  some  States  power  to  sell  and  convey  land  in- 
cludes power  to  give  covenants  of  warranty. 

In  some  jurisdictions  the  power  to  sell  and  convey  land  in- 
cludes authority  to  convey  it  with  covenants  of  general  war- 
ranty. Taggart  v.  Stanberry,  2  McLain  (U.  S.),  543;  Peters 
V.  Farnsworth,  15  Vt.  155;  Ven<ida  v.  Hopkins,  1  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  285,  293;  Le  Roy  v.  Beard,  8  How.  (U.  S.)  451.  See 
next  section.    See  Sec.  43. 

Sec.  418.    In  some  jurisdictions  the  power  to  sell  witii  cove- 
nants of  warranty  must  be  specially  conferred. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  real  property  has  ordinarily  no 
power  to  effect  a  sale  with  warranty,  and  if  he  does  it  is  such  a 
departure  from  his  authority  that  the  contract  will  not  bind 
the  principal.  Tazel  v.  Palmer,  88  111.  597;  Tudro  v.  Cush- 
man,  2  Wis.  279;  Nixon  v.  Hyserott,  5  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  58; 
Coleman  v.  Oarrigues,  18  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  60;  Malone  v.  McCul- 
lough,  15  Colo.  460,  24  P.  1040;  Stengel  v.  Sargeant  (N.  J. 
Eq.  '08),  68  A.  1106.  See  preceding  Section.  Compare  Sec 
328k. 
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Sec.  419.    Broker  may  sell  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real 
estate  without  written  authority. 

Penal  Code,  Sec.  640(i,  requiring  written  authority  to  au- 
thorize a  broker  to  sell  real  estate  for  clients,  does  not  apply 
to  the  employment  of  brokers  to  sell  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  real  estate  at  a  higher  price  than  that  which  the  vendees 
had  agreed  to  pay.  Levy  v.  Trimble,  94  N.  Y.  S.  3,  47  Misc. 
394. 

Sec.  420.    It  is  the  duty  of  the  principal  to  collect  purchase 
money  notes  on  which  commissions  depend. 

Brokers  procured  purchasers  for  a  mine,  who  offered  one- 
half  cash  and  their  unsecured  notes  for  the  balance;  these 
terms  were  unsatisfactory  to  the  owner,  but  he  agreed  with  the 
brokers  to  sell  on  these  terms  if  they  would  wait  for  one-half 
of  their  commissions  until  the  purchase  money  notes  were  col- 
lected. Held,  that  the  owner  owed  the  brokers  the  duty  to 
make  reasonable  efforts  to  collect  the  notes  as  they  matured, 
but  the  mere  failure  to  bring  suit  on  the  notes  was  not  a  lack 
of  diligence,  in  the  absence  of  showing  they  were  insolvent  so 
that  the  notes  could  not  be  collected  by  suit.  Glade  v.  Ford, 
131  Mo.  App.  164,  111  S.  W.  135. 

Sec.  420a.    Duty  to  collect  purchase  ptice  devolves  on  seller. 

Though  a  broker's  contract  of  employment  provided  that  he 
should  not  receive  commissions  unless  the  deal  was  closed, 
and  that  the  commissions  were  payable  from  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  the  broker,  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  to  that  effect, 
was  not  required  to  see  that  the  purchase  price  was  paid  be- 
fore he  could  receive  commissions,  as  the  duty  to  collect  the 
price  devolved  on  the  seller,  and  not  on  the  broker.  Pinkerton 
V.  Budson  (Ark.  Sup.  '08),  113  S.  W.  35. 

Sec.  421.    Presumption  by  continuing  negotiations  after  revo- 
cation that  agent  acts  for  purchaser. 

Wh^re  a  broker  is  notified  by  a  vendor  that  he  will  pay  no 
commissions,  and  thereafter  continues  the  negotiations  for  a 
sale,  it  is  presumed  that  he  is  the  agent  of  the  purchaser  and 
looks  to  him  for  his  commissions.  Wolverton  vi  Tuttle,  51 
Ore.  501.  94  P.  961. 
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Sec.  421a.  One  receiving  an  inquiry  from  a  broker  as  to  the 
price  of  land  may  infer  he  is  acting  as  agent  for  another. 
Where  defendant  knew  that  plaintiff  was  a  real  estate  bro- 
ker, he  could  infer,  upon  receiving  an  inquiry  from  plaintiff 
as  to  the  price  of  property,  that  the  latter  was  acting  as  agent 
for  another  in  seeking  to  purchase.  Rodman  v.  Manning  (Or. 
Sup.  '09),  99  P.  657,  1135. 

Sec.  422.    Authority  to  sell  for  specific  sum,  did  not  authorise 
part  cash  and  mortgage. 

A  broker's  authority  to  sell  land  for  a  specific  sum,  did  not 
authorize  an  agreement  to  sell  for  a  part  of  the  price  in  cash, 
the  balance  to  be  represented  by  a  mortgage  on  the  premises. 
Stengel  v.  Sergeant  (N.  J.  Ch.  '08),  68  A.  1106.  See  also 
Sec.  141. 

Sec.  422a.  Authority  to  sell  for  specified  som  is  for  cash  only. 
A  broker  authorized  to  sell  real  estate  for  a  specified  sum, 
for  a  commission  in  excess  of  that  sum,  has  authority  to  make 
a  cash  sale  only.  Slayback  v.  Wetzel  (Mo.  App.  '09),  123  S. 
W.  982. 
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Sec.  423.    Broker  entitled  to  comxnisBions  on  quantity  con- 
tracted for,  although  less  owned. 

Where  the  terms  of  sale  are  fixed  hv  the  vendor,  in  accord- 
ance  with  which  the  broker  introduced  a  proposed  purchaser, 
and  upon  the  procurement  of  the  purchaser  the  vendor  volun- 
tarily reduces  the  price  of  the  property,  or  the  quantity,  or 

otherwise  changes  the  terms  of  sale  as  proposed  to  the  broker, 
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I 

BO  that  a  sale  is  made,  or  terms  or  conditions  are  offered  which 
the  proposed  buyer  is  ready  and  willing  to  accept,  the  broker 
will  be  entitled  to  his  commissions  at  the  rate  specified  in  his 
agreement  with  his  principal.  Stewart  v.  Mather,  32  Wis.  344. 
Contra,  Hoefling  v.  Hambleton,  84  Tex.  517,  19  S.  W.  689. 

Bee.  423a.  Bi:ok6r  entitled  to  agreed  commissions  and  not 
limited  to  computation  on  lesser  sale  price. 
A  promise  to  pay  a  broker  for  selling  land  a  commission 
'*on  the  price  I  may  accept  if  sold  through  your  agency," 
means  a  commission  on  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  for  the 
property,  and  not  only  on  the  amount  actually  paid.  Condict 
V.  Cowdrey,  5  N.  Y.  S.  187,  23  N.  Y  St.  600,  57  N.  Y.  Super. 
Ct.  66. 

Sec.  424.    Broker  interfering  in  another's  transaction  not  en- 
titled to  commissions. 

A  broker  on  being  offered  a  commission  to  find  a  purchaser 
for  certain  lands,  presented  the  matter  to  one  who  took  it  un- 
der advisement  for  a  time,  and  then,  wishing  to  signify  his 
acceptance,  sought  the  broker  at  his  office,  but  not  finding  him, 
and  learning  that  the  owner  was  at  the  office  of  a  rival  broker 
went  there,  where  the  purchase  was  completed.  Held,  that 
the  former  was  entitled  to  the  conunission.  Jenks  v.  Nobles, 
42  III.  App.  33.    See  also  Sec.  444. 

Sec.  425.    Broker  agreeing  to  look  to  the  purchaser  for  com- 
missions bonnd  by  his  election. 

Plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  was  employed  by  defendant 
to  sell  or  exchange  for  him  a  farm  and  four  lots,  the  farm  at 
$5,000,  or  the  whole  at  $13,000,  and  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff 
commissions  therefor  at  the  rate  of  two  and  one-half  per  cent ; 
a  purchaser  was  introduced  to  defendant  by  plaintiff,  and  an 
exchange  finally  agreed  on,  at  the  valuation  of  $13,000;  but 
the  defendant  insisted  that  the  purchaser  should  pay  the  plain- 
tiff's commissions,  and  the  purchaser  called  on  plaintiff  and 
told  him  that  it  had  been  agreed  between  defendant  and  him- 
self that  he  (the  purchaser)  was  to  pay  plaintiff's  commis- 
sions, and  that  the  exchange  had  been  made  at  a  valuation  of 
$5,000,  whereupon  plaintiff  agreed  to  look  to  the  purchaser 
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for  his  commissions,  and  wrote  a  letter  to  defendant  to  that 
effecv,  whereupon  the  exchange  was  made.  Held,  that  if  the 
defendant  acted  on  plaintiff's  letter,  and  was  guilty  of  no 
fraud,  it  would  be  immaterial  what  the  purchaser  said  to  plain- 
tiff, as,  if  the  purchaser  had  deceived  plaintiff,  defendant  was 
not  responsible  therefor.  McClave  v.  Maynard,  35  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  313.    See  also  Sec.  588. 

Sec.  42Ba.    Broker  employed  to  purchase  not  entitled  to  com- 
milsions  from  seller. 

Plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  being  employed  by  B,,  a  per- 
son desirous  of  purchasing  a  residence,  to  find  for  him  such 
a  place  as  he  desired,  introduced  him  to  defendant,  who  had 
a  place  to  sell,  and  informed  defendant  that  if  B.  purchased 
the  property  defendant  would  have  to  pay  plaintiff  the  usual 
commission.  Defendant  had  negotiations  with  B.  in  regard  to 
a  sale  of  the  property,  but  failed  to  come  to  any  agreement 
as  to  terms,  and  defendant  then  sold  the  property  to  his 
brother,  who,  eleven  days  thereafter,  sold  it  to  B.  Held,  that 
in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  show  that  the  sale  by  de- 
fendant to  his  brother,  and  the  subsequent  conveyance  by  him 
to  B.,  was  done  to  defraud  plaintiff  of  his  commissions,  he 
could  not  recover  them  from  defendant.  It  seems  that  plain- 
tiff, having  been  employed  by  B.,  any  agreement  made  by 
plaintiff  with  defendant  for  commissions  was  void  as  a  fraud 
upon  B.,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  B.  was  apprised  of  such 
agreement,  and  assented  thereto.  Bennett  v.  Kidder,  5  Daly 
(N.  Y.)  512. 

Sec.  426.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  contract  at 
set  price  and  sale  at  less. 

A  broker  hired  to  sell  property  at  a  certain  price  can  not 
recover  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale  at  a  lower  price,  and 
the  appellate  court  held  that  the  case  was  properly  taken  from 
the  jur>'.  Williams  v.  McOraw,  52  Mich.  480,  18  N.  W.  227; 
Brown  v.  Adams  (B.  I.  Sup.  '08),  69  A.  601. 

Sec.  427.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions,  as  contract  se- 
cured was  not  a  lease. 

Plaintiffs,  real  estate  brokers,  were  employed  by  defendant 
to  procure  a  lease  of  certain  real  estate  owned  by  her;  they 


264  AMBBICAN  LAW  REAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

negotiated  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  the  terms  of  which  she 
could  not  perform,  nor  could  she  enforce  it  against  the  other 
parties;  and  procured  her  to  execute  the  same  upon  the  assur- 
ance that  it  was  effectual.  Held,  that  an  action  was  not  main- 
tainable to  recover  commissions,  that  to  earn  the  same  they 
were  required  to  procure  a  lease  or  a  valid  agreement  for  one. 
Crombie  v.  Waldo,  137  N.  Y.  129,  32  N.  E.  1042,  33  N.  E. 
744;  Montgomery  v.  Knickerbocker,  50  N.  Y.  S.  128,  27  App. 
Div.  117 ;  Ward  v.  Zborowski,  63  N.  Y.  S.  219,  31  Misc.  66 ; 
Armstrong  v.  O'Brien,  83  Tex.  635,  19  S.  W.  268;  Hale  v. 
Kumler,  85  Fed.  161,  29  C.  C.  A.  67,  rehearing  denied  172  N. 
Y.  646 ;  Laws  &  Bradford  v.  Schmidt,  80  0.  S.  108,  88  N.  E. 
319.    See  also  Sec.  812,  and  references  under  Sec.  307. 

The  owner  of  real  estate  agreed  with  brokers  that  if  they 
would  make  a  lease  of  the  property,  in  accordance  with  her 
proposition,  she  would  pay  the  commission  stipulated.  The 
proposition  was  to  lease  perpetually,  lessees  to  have  the  privi- 
lege of  purchase  at  the  end  of  twenty  years,  and  required 
the  lessees  to  erect  a  modern,  first-class  building,  to  secure  the 
erection  of  which  they  were  to  deposit  $20,000,  and,  in  the 
event  of  failure  the  fund  so  deposited  to  go  to  the  owner,  but 
if  the  building  should  be  completed,  then  to  the  lessees,  and 
it  was  provided  that  the  proposition  should  be  binding  on  the 
payment  of  $1,000,  to  be  credited  on  the  first  quarterly  pay- 
ment of  rent.  Held,  that  the  mere  procurement  by  the  bro- 
kers of  a  party  who  accepted  the  owner's  proposition,  but 
neither  did,  nor  offered  to  do  anything  further,  the  owner 
not  having  herself  defaulted  in  any  respect,  did  not  entitle 
the  brokers  to  the  commission.  Laws  v.  Schmidt,  80  Ohio  St. 
108,  88  N.  E.  319 ;  Bradford  v.  Schmidt,  80  Ohio  St.  108,  88 
N.  E.  319. 

Sec.  428.    Immaterial  variance  in  description  did  not  deprive 
broker  of  commissions. 

Where  plaintiff  made  a  contract  by  which  he  was  to  have 
the  exclusive  right  for  twenty  days  to  effect  a  sale  of  defend- 
ant's farm,  and  the  contract  of  purchase  which  he  secured  de- 
scribed the  land  as  containing  so  many  acres  on  which  defend- 
ant resided,  lying  partly  in  one  and  partly  in  another  town 
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named,  and  bounded  but  on  three  sides,  and  concluded  by 
stating  that  it  was  formerly  known  as  the  '^Van  Allen  farm;'' 
whereas  it  is  designated  as  the  ''Owen's  place/'  in  defendant's 
contract,  the  variance  is  immaterial,  as  the  description  is  suf- 
ficient to  enable  the  land  to  be  located,  and  it  is  not  void  for 
uncertainty,  and  the  broker  is  entitled  to  commissions.  Schultz 
V.  Oriffln,  8  N.  Y.  S.  R.  332,  reversed  121  N.  Y.  294,  24  N.  E. 
480.     See  also  Sees.  59,  428a. 

Sec.  428a.    Wrong  description  insufficient  to  defeat  broker's 
right  to  commissions. 

An  owner  of  land  listed  it  with  a  real  estate  broker  to  be 
sold  within  a  given  time,  at  a  stated  price,  agreeing  to  pay 
the  broker  ten  per  cent,  if  he  sold  it,  and  five  per  cent,  if  the 
owner  sold  it,  which  he  did  within  the  specified  time.  It  ap- 
peared that  the  number  of  the  lot  was  by  mutual  mistake  er- 
roneously stated  in  the  contract,  but  the  land  was  otherwise 
clearly  described.  Held,  that  the  mere  mistake  as  to  the  num- 
ber of  the  lot  was  insufficient  to  defeat  a  recovery  by  plaintiff. 
Tyler  v.  Justice,  120  Ga.  879,  48  S.  E.  328.  See  also  Sees.  59, 
428. 

Sec.  428b.    What  circumstances  fell  short  of  a  variance. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  the  com- 
plaint alleged  that  he  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser 
of  real  estate  for  a  commission,  on  condition  that  plaintiff 
would  at  once  advise  the  purchaser  to  give  the  seller  a  con- 
tract for  the  construction  of  a  building  on  the  premises,  but 
that,  unless  the  seller  got  such  contract  the  plaintiff  should 
receive  nothing,  and  that  the  purchaser  awarded  to  the  owner 
such  a  contract,  and  the  broker  testified  that  the  owner  in- 
formed him  that,  if  he  induced  the  purchaser  to  award  to  the 
owner  a  contract  to  erect  a  building,  a  specified  sum  would  be 
paid  as  commissions,  otherwise  no  commission  would  be  paid, 
the  subsequent  testimony  of  the  broker  that  nothing  was  said 
as  to  his  advising  the  purchaser  to  build,  did  not  create  a 
variance  between  the  pleading  and  the  proof,  but,  at  most, 
only  varied  the  terms  of  the  contract  relating  to  the  same 
transaction,  and  the^  owner  was  not  misled  thereby.  Oeiger  v. 
Riser  (Colo.  Sup.  '10),  107  P.  267. 
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Sec.  429.    Broker  Becnring  loan  for  a  lees  amount^  which  is  ac- 
cepted, entitled  to  commisdons. 

In  an  action  upon  an  agreement  to  pay  a  broker  a  commis- 
sion for  obtaining  a  loan,  it  appeared  that  a  loan  for  a  less 
amount  was  obtained,  and  at  first  accepted,  but  subsequently 
declined  by  the  principal  as  being  insufScient  for  his  purpose. 
Held,  that  the  service  had  been  rendered  and  the  commission 
was  due,  in  the  absence  of  any  usage  among  New  York  brokers 
to  receive  no  compensation  unlesss  the  matter  was  consum- 
mated.    Van  Lieu  v.  Byrnes,  1  Hilton  (N.  Y.),  133. 

Sec.  430.    Broker  to  procure  a  loan  entitled  to  commissiomi  on 
finding  a  l^ider. 

A  broker  employed  to  effect  a  loan  is  entitled  to  his  commis- 
«sions  when  he  has  found  a  lender  who  has  the  money  and  who 
approves  of  the  security,  unless  his  rights  are  varied  by  special 
contract;  there  is  always  an  implied  condition  that  the  bor- 
rower will  show  a  good  title.  Phister  v.  Oove,  48  Mo.  App. 
455;  Calvin  Philip  &  Co.  v.  Laylow  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  104 
P.  610;  Rockwell  v.  Hurst,  13  N.  Y.  S.  290;  Budd  v.  ZoUer, 
52  Mo.  238;  Steele  v.  Lippman,  115  N.  Y.  S.  1099;  Steele  v. 
Rumore,  117  N.  Y.  S.  189.  , 

Sec.  431.    Broker  failing  to  report  finding  lender  not  entitled 
to  commissions. 

Where  an  application  for  a  loan  is  made  to  a  broker,  who 
secures  a  party  willing  to  make  the  loan,  but  does  not  so  no- 
tify the  applicant,  and  after  the  time  has  elapsed  within  which 
the  broker  was  to  place  the  loan,  the  applicant,  without  knowl- 
edge of  the  steps  taken  by  the  broker,  secures  a  loan  from  the 
same  person  with  whom  the  latter  had  arranged  to  place  it, 
the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Biddison  v.  Johf^ 
son,  50  111.  App.  173.    See  also  Sees.  235,  312,  471. 

Sec.  432.    Where  broker  negotiated  with  two  jointly,  sale  by 
owner  to  one  bars  commissions. 

Plaintiff  employed  as  a  broker  by  defendant  to  sell  certain 
real  estate,  but  not  having  the  exclusive  right  to  sell,  carried 
on  negotiations  with  two  persons  for  a  purchase  by  them  to- 
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gether,  but  did  not  succeed  in  effecting  a  sale;  afterward,  one 
of  such  persons  offered  defendant  the  same  price  for  which 
plaintiff  was  authorized  to  sell,  which  defendant  accepted;  it 
did  not  appear  that  plaintiff  had  had  negotiations  with  such 
person  for  a  separate  purchase  by  him,  or  that  such  offer  hy 
him  was  the  result  of  his  negotiations  with  plaintiff.  Held, 
that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  commissions  on  the  sale.  Arm- 
strong  v.  Wann,  29  Minn.  126,  12  N.  W.  345 ;  NacUer  v.  Men- 
schel,  110  N.  Y.  S.  384.    See  also  Sec.  437. 

Sec.  433.    Broker  not  entitled  to  oommissionB  where  contract 
▼old  by  statute  of  frauds. 

A  real  estate  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions,  where 
a  sale  to  his  customer  is  not  consummated,  and  the  executory 
contract  of  sale  is  not  binding  under  the  statute  of  frauds. 
WUson  V.  Mason,  158  111.  304,  42  N.  E.  134.    See  also  Sec.  602. 

A  real  estate  agent  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  an  in- 
vaUd  sale.    Volker  v.  Fisk  (N.  J.  Eq.  '09),  72  A.  1011. 

Sec.  434.    Principal  capriciously  refusing  to  appraise  can  not 
deprive  broker  of  commisrions. 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  negotiate  for  a  house  his 
compensation  to  be  paid  for  in  diamonds,  no  particular  dia- 
monds being  particularly  identified,  and  the  broker  finds  a 
house  and  the  principals  agree  as  to  the  price,  the  broker  can 
not  be  deprived  of  his  compensation  by  his  employer's  capri- 
cious refusal  to  agree  to  any  mode  of  appraising  the  diamo^ads. 
West  V.  Lynch,  1  City  Court  R.  (N.  Y.)  225.    See  also  Sec.  454. 

Sec.  436.    Wh^re  purchaser  refusing  to  take,  knew  the  real 
length  of  lot,  broker  barred  commissions. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions 
earned,  on  the  ground  that  the  purchaser  refuses  to  take  the 
property  on  account  of  false  representations  of  the  length  of 
the  lot,  a  verdict  for  defendant  is  clearly  right,  where  it  ap- 
pears that  the  purchaser  knew  the  exact  length  of  the  lot  be- 
fore he  agreed  to  purchase  it.  Sloman  v.  Bodwell,  24  Neb. 
790,  40  N.  W.  321.    See  also  Sees.  183,  451. 

A  broker  familiar  ^dth  a  lot  was  employed  to  procure  a  pur- 
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chaser.  The  owner  stated  to  the  broker  that  the  lot  had  a 
frontage  of  168  feet  on  the  street;  a  purchaser  procured  hj 
the  broker  refused  to  complete  the  purchase  because  the  front- 
age was  only  165  feet.  Held,  that  the  broker  was  not  entitled 
to  commissions,  since  he  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser 
for  the  lot  as  it  was,  and  the  fact  that  the  owner  told  the  pro- 
posed purchaser  during  the  negotiations  that  the  frontage  was 
168  feet,  did  not  affect  the  contract  of  brokerage.  Keough  v. 
Meyer,  111  N.  Y.  S.  1,  127  App.  Div.  273.    See  also  Sec.  451. 

Sec.  436.    Where  vendor  signifies  repudiation  of  contract  ten- 
der not  necessary  for  broker  to  recover  commissions. 

Where  a  contract  of  sale  has  been  repudiated  by  the  vendor, 
proof  of  tender  of  performance  by  the  vendee  is  not  necessary, 
in  an  action  by  the  broker  against  the  vendor  for  his  com- 
missions on  the  sale,  when  it  is  shown  that  it  would  not  have 
been  of  any  avail  if  made.  Harwood  v.  Diemer,  41  Mo.  App. 
48. 

Sec.  437.    Where  broker  unsuccessfully  negotiated  with  F,  sale 
by  owner  to  F  and  others  bars  commissions  to  broker. 

Where  a  broker's  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  required  not 
only  the  finding  of  a  purchaser  but  a  sale  to  him  by  the  bro- 
ker, and  it  was  specially  agreed  that  no  commission  should  be 
paid  unless  a  sale  was  actually  made  by  the  broker,  he  could 
not  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  made  to  F.  and  others  by 
the  owner,  because  he  had  submitted  the  land  to  F.  alone,  who 
was  unwilling  to  purchase  on  the  terms  fixed  by  the  owner. 
Burch  V.  Hester  i&  Lawhorn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  109  S.  W. 
399;  English  v.  Wm.  George  Realty  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09), 
117  S.  W.  996.    See  also  Sec.  432. 

Sec.  438.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  where  party  to 
make  exchange  does  not  show  good  faith. 

A  contract  of  exchange  negotiated  by  a  broker,  incompletely 
executed  by  the  broker's  principals,  does  not  show  willingness 
to  perform  by  the  alleged  purchaser,  where  the  form,  of  the 
contract  and  the  whole  of  the  signatures  thereto  show  that 
some  of  the  conditions  upon  which  the  purchaser  insisted  could 
not  be  complied  with.    Schulte  v.  Meehan,  133  111.  App.  49L 
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Sec.  439.    Unless  broker  has  exclusive  agency  not  entitled  to 
coimnissions  on  sale  by  another  agent. 

A  broker  who  is  unsuccessful  in  effecting  a  transaction  in 
behalf  of  the  principal  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  upon 
the  success  of  another  broker,  unless  the  principal  gives  him 
an  exclusive  agency  or  promises  to  pay  him  a  commission  even 
though  another  agent  is  successful.  Long  v.  HerVj  10  Colo. 
380,  15  P.  802;  Ooin  v.  Bess,  102  Iowa,  140,  71  N.  W.  218; 
Leishaw  v.  Moore,  53  Kan.  234,  36  P.  342;  Walton  v.  N.  0., 
etc,  R.  Co.,  23  La.  Ann.  398;  Ward  v.  Fletcher,  124  Mass. 
224;  Danville  v.  Comstrock,  110  Mich.  693,  69  N.  W.  79; 
Thuner  v.  Ranter,  102  Mich.  59,  60  N.  W.  299;  Emberson  v. 
Deane,  46  How.  Pr.  236 ;  Owens  v.  Wehrle,  14  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
536 ;  Powell  V.  Anderson,  15  Daly,  219,  4  N.  Y.  S.  706 ;  Wilson 
V.  Alexander  (Tex.  Sup.  '92),  18  S.  W.  1057;  Hennings  v. 
Parsons,  108  Va.  1,  61  S.  E.  866.    See  also  Sec.  445. 

Sec.  440.    Broker  entitled  on  sale  by  owners  to  proportionate 
commissions  on  share  of  two  tenants  in  common. 

Where  a  broker  had  the  exclusive  control  of  property  for 
the  purpose  of  sale  so  far  as  two  of  the  several  tenants  in 
common  could  confer  it,  and  was  attempting  to  sell  when  the 
owners  sold,  he  can  recover  a  commission  on  the  two  tenants' 
share  of  the  purchase  money.  Goldsmith  v.  Case,  80  S.  C.  341, 
61  S.  E.  555. 


CHAPTER  IL 

SECTION.  SECTION. 

441.  Broker   preventing   competi-      444.    Interference     by     breaking 

tive  bidding  not  entitled  into  negotiations   started 

to  commissions.  hy  another  agent. 

442.  Broker  cannot  charge  com-      445.    The    first   broker    who    sue- 

missions     against     bene-  ceeds   is   entitled    to   the 

ficiary.  commission. 

443.  Volunteers.  446.    Broker  who  was  the  procur- 

ing cause  of  the  sale  is 
entitled  to  compensation. 

Sec.  441.    Broker  preventing  competitive  bidding  not  entitled 
to  commifldonB. 

A  broker  employed  by  a  guardian  of  an  incompetent  person 
to  sell  real  estate  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  if  he  offered 
money  to  another  bidder  to  induce  him  to  refrain  from  bid- 
ding on  the  same  against  the  purchaser  procured  by  the  bro- 
ker, and  without  the  guardian's  knowledge  represented  the 
purchaser,  and  worked  to  secure  the  real  estate  for  him  at  the 
lowest  possible  price.  Trees  v.  Millikin  (Ind.  App.  '08),  85 
N.  E.  123.     See  also  Sec.  217. 

Sec.  442.    Broker  can  not  charge  commiBsionB  against  benefi- 
ciary. 

Recovery  of  a  real  estate  broker's  eommissions  for  procur- 
ing a  purchaser  can  not  be  charged  against  one  who  merely 
had  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  property  without  authority  to 
sell,  and  who,  so  far  as  she  acted  in  negotiations  resulting  in 
the  sale,  referred  the  broker  to  others  yrho  alone  could  convey. 
Kirivan  v.  Pizer,  109  N.  Y.  S.  739. 

Sec.  443.    Volunteers. 

A  mere  volunteer,  though  he  brings  the  parties  together  and 

is  the  efScient  means  of  procuring  a  sale,  a  lease,  or  an  ex- 
270 
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change  of  property,  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Albert 
Booth  Cohn  v.  Lee,  117  N.  Y.  S.  550;  VUey  v.  Pettit,  96  Ky. 
576,  16  Ky.  L.  R.  650,  29  S.  W.  438;  Mernll  v.  Latham,  8 
Colo.  App.  263,  45  P.  524;  Witherbee  v.  Walker,  42  Colo.  1, 
93  P.  1118;  Keener  v.  Harrod,  2  Md.  63;  Fordtran  v.  Stower, 
113  S.  W.  631  (Tex.  C.  A.  '08) ;  Ballentine  v.  Mercer,  130  Mo. 
App.  605,  109  S.  W.  1037;  Sharp  v.  Hoopes  (N.  J.  Sup.  '06), 
64  A.  989 ;  McClosky  v.  Thompson,  56  N.  Y.  S.  1076,  26  Misc. 
735;  Tinkham  v.  Knox,  18  N.  Y.  S.  433;  Henderson  v.  Sonne- 
baum,  30  Pa.  Sup.  Ct.  182;  Samuel  v.  Luckenbach,  205  Pa.  St. 
428,  54  A.  1091.  Contra,  Kinder  v.  Pope,  106  Mo.  App.  536, 
80  S.  W.  315. 

No  recovery  can  be  had  for  services  volunteered  upon  the 
chance  of  obtaining  future  employment.  Such  services  are 
mere  gratuities.     Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  600. 

In  the  absence  of  a  special  contract,  finding  a  purchaser  is 
not  enough  to  entitle  to  a  commission  where  no  sale  was  made. 
Haase  v.  Schneider,  98  N.  Y.  S.  587,  112  App.  Div.  336 ;  Pierce 
V.  Thomas,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  354 ;  Harris  v.  Reynolds  (N.  D.  Sup. 
*07),  114  N.  W.  369.  Nor  does  receiving  money  as  part  pay- 
ment on  a  contract  of  sale  of  real  estate,  and  giving  the  broker 
a  receipt  therefor,  make  him  the  recipient's  agent.  Appeal  of 
Jacquett,  3  Walk.  (Pa.)  13. 

Sec.  444.    Interference  by  breaking  into  negotiationB  started 
by  another  agent. 

A  broker  interfering  with  another's  transaction  is  not  en- 
titled to  a  commission.  Reynolds  v.  Tompkins,  23  W.  Va. 
229;  Jenks  v.  Nobles,  42  111.  App.  33.  Where  a  broker  to  sell 
advertises  the  property  and  shows  it  to  a  person,  and  another 
broker  buys  the  property  and  conveys  it  to  that  person,  the 
first  broker  is  entitled  to  recover  commissions.  Elemendorf  v. 
Golden,  37  Wash.  664,  80  P.  264. 

Where  a  broker,  through  a  letter  improperly  reaching  him, 
obtains  information  and  directs  the  seeker  to  the  owner,  he  is 
not  entitled  to  conmiissions  on  an  exchange  of  properties  af- 
terwards effected.  Hamilton  v.  Oillander,  49  N.  Y.  S.  663, 
26  App.  Div.  156.  Where  a  broker,  through  a  mistake  in 
telephoning  the  owner,  telephoned  another  broker  bearing  the 
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same  name,  who  thereupon  effected  a  sale,  the  latter  was  not 
entitled  to  commissions.  Shapiro  v.  Shapiro,  103  N.  Y.  S.  305, 
117  App.  Div.  817.  Where  a  broker  was  negotiating  with  a 
customer  whom  he  introduced  to  the  owner,  and  the  latter  told 
the  customer  he  could  buy  cheaper  through  another  agency, 
and  a  sale  was  effected  through  the  latter,  the  former  agent 
was  entitled  to  the  commission.  OUmore  v.  Freshaur,  126  Mo. 
App.  299,  102  S.  W.  1107. 

A  broker  who  fails  to  procure  a  purchaser  on  the  terms  pro- 
posed and  another  interferes  and  sells  on  different  terms,  or 
at  the  same  price,  is  niot  entitled  to  commissions.  Carlson  v. 
Nathan,  43  111.  App.  364;  Amies  v.  Cameron,  19  D.  C.  435; 
Mears  v.  Stone,  44  111.  App.  444 ;  Tinsley  v.  Scott,  69  HI.  App. 
352;  Livezy  v.  Miller,  61  Md.  336;  Crowningshield  v.  Foster, 
169  Mass.  237,  47  N.  E.  879 ;  Wolff  v.  Rosenberg,  67  Mo.  App. 
403;  Northcupp  v.  Diggs,  128  Mo.  App.  217,  106  S.  W. 
1123;  Chandler  v.  Sutton,  5  Daly  (N.  Y.),  112;  Powell  v. 
Anderson,  15  Daly,  219,  4  N.  Y.  S.  706;  Holly  v.  Toumsend, 
2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  34;  De  Zavola  v.  Rozaliner,  84  N.  Y.  S.  969; 
Friedman  v.  Havemeyer,  56  N.  Y.  S.  97,  37  App.  Div.  518; 
Felman  v.  O'Brien,  51  N.  Y.  S.  309,  23  Misc.  341;  Powell  v. 
Lamb,  1  N.  Y.  S.  431 ;  Rae  v.  Kane,  106  N.  Y.  S.  47,  121  App. 
Div.  494;  Land  Mtge.  BJc.  v.  Hargis  (Texas  Civ.  App.  '02),  70 
S.  F.  352. 

Where  a  broker  put  his  principal  into  communication  with 
a  prospective  purchaser,  who  proposed  making  a  proposition, 
but  later  bought  the  property  through  another  agent  at  a 
slightly  reduced  price,  the  first  agent  having  set  on  foot  in- 
quiries and  negotiations  that  culminated  in  a  sale,  was  en- 
titled to  the  commissions.  Cunliff  v.  Hansmann,  97  Mo.  App. 
467,  71  S.  W.  368. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  commissions  where  the  principal  in- 
terferes with  the  customer  and  concludes  the  transaction  him- 
self.    Waiiams  v.  Bishop,  11  Colo.  App.  378,  53  P.  239. 

A  broker  who  finds  a  purchaser  and  negotiates  with  him  to 
sell  the  land,  and  when  the  sale  is  nearly  completed,  another 
broker  meets  the  customer,  who  tells  him  of  the  offer  made  by 
the  first  broker,  and  with  full  knowledge  of  the  first  broker's 
negotiations  tiie  second  broker  sells  the  property  for  a  less  sum 
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to  the  customer,  and  the  owner,  ignorant  of  the  first  broker's 
negotiations,  concludes  the  transaction,  the  owner  is  liable  for 
commissions  to  the  first  broker.  Reynolds  v.  Tompkins,  23  W. 
Va.  229;  Lewis  v.  McDonald,  83  Neb.  694,  120  N.  W.  207.  See 
also  Sec.  446. 

The  principal  can  not  interfere  with  negotiations  started  by 
the  broker,  revoke  his  authority,  and  sell  the  land  to  his  cus- 
tomer, or  through  another  broker,  and  escape  liability  for  com- 
missions to  the  first  broker,  the  customer  not  having  abandoned 
the  idea  of  purchasing.  Day  v.  Porter,  161  111.  235,  43  N.  E. 
1073;  Oillet  v.  Corum,  7  Kan.  156;  Corning  v.  Calvert,  2  Hilt. 
(N.  Y.)  56;  Budd  v.  Z oiler,  52  Mo.  238;  Newton  v.  Conness 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  892. 

Sec.  445.    The  first  broker  who  succeeds  is  entitled  to  the  com- 


Where  two  or  more  brokers  are  employed,  ordinarily  the 
first  who  succeeds  in  actually  producing  a  purchaser  and  con- 
summating a  sale  is  entitled  to  full  commissions.  Whewell  v. 
McLernon  Realty  ct  Const,  Co.,  120  N.  Y.  S.  72;  Daniels  v. 
Columbia  H.  Land  Co,,  9  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  483;  O'Toole  v. 
Dolan,  129  Cal.  471,  62  P.  30 ;  Glenn  v.  Davidson,  37  Md.  365 ; 
McCan  v.  Bailey,  60  Mo.  App.  456;  Jennings  v.  Trummer,  52 
Ore.  149;  96  P.  874;  Glasscock  v.  Vanfleet,  100  Tenn.  603, 
46  S.  W.  449;  Yarborough  v.  Cr eager  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  US), 
77  S.  W.  645;  Osier  v.  Moore,  8  Brit.  Col.  115;  Frinck  v.  Gil- 
bert (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  1088. 

In  some  jurisdictions  the  first  broker  who  brings  the  parties 
together  and  induces  the  seller  and  the  purchaser  to  enter  into 
the  contract,  is  entitled  to  the  commission.  Higgins  v.  Miller, 
109  Ky.  209,  58  S.  W.  580,  22  Ky.  L.  R.  702 ;  Baker  v.  Thomas, 
33  N.  Y.  S.  613,  12  Misc.  432 ;  De  Zavola  v.  Rozaliner,  84  N. 
T.  S.  969.    Dalke  v.  Siryer  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  105  P.  1031. 

Where  property  is  placed  with  several  brokers  the  first  who 
procures  a  contract  of  sale  and  obtains  part  payment  of  the 
purchase  money,  is  entitled  to  the  commission.  Eggleston  v. 
Austin,  27  Kan.  245;  Stewart  v.  Woodward,  7  Kan.' App.  633, 
53  P.  148;  0 'Toole  v.  Dolan,  129  Cal.  471,  62  P.  30;  Livezy  v. 
Miller.  61  Md.   336;  McCann  v.   Bailey,   60  Mo.   App.  456; 
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Tarborough  v.  Cr eager  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  77  S.  W.  645; 
Bray  v.  Chandler  18  C.  B.  (Eng.)  718,  86  E.  C.  L.  718;  Mur- 
r,ay  v.  Curry,  7  C.  &  P.  (Eng.)  584,  32  B.  C.  L.  771. 

Where  property  is  placed  with  a  real  estate  agent  for  sale 
and  a  sale  is  brought  about  through  his  agency,  he  is  entitled 
to  his  commissions,  even  though  the  first  negotiations  are  con- 
ducted without  his  knowledge,  and  the  owner,  in  order  to  make 
the  sale  is  compelled  to  vary  the  original  price  and  terms. 
Barton  v.  Rogers,  84  111.  App.  49;  McOuire  v.  Carlam,  61  111. 
App.  295 ;  Jenks  v.  Nobles,  42  HI.  App.  33 ;  Bowling  v.  MerrX^ 
165  Mass.  491,  43  N.  E.  295;  Smith  v.  Truitt,  107  Mo.  App. 
1,  80  S.  W.  686;  Hogan  v.  Slade,  98  Mo.  App.  44,  71  S.  W. 
1104;  Wright  v.  Brown,  68  Mo.  App.  577;  Brennan  v.  Roach, 
47  Mo.  App.  290;  Gibson's  Est.,  3  Pa.  Dist.  147,  14  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  241 ;  Shipman  v.  Freeh,  1  N.  Y.  S.  67. 

Where  the  purchaser  begins  negotiations  for  the  purchase 
of  certain  property  through  an  agent  and  completes  through 
other  agents  by  direct  negotiations,  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  first  broker,  can  not  deprive  the  latter  of  his  right  to  com- 
missions.   Crowe  V.  Miss,  Valley  Trust  Co,',  85  Mo.  App.  601. 

A  broker  authorized  to  purchase,  who  made  active  efforts, 
but  another  first  procured  a  satisfactory  offer,  the  first  broker 
was  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Freeman  v.  Polstein,  97 
N.  Y.  S.  1032,  49  Misc.  644. 

One  who  does  not  himself  produce  the  purchaser,  but  who 
introduces  to  the  seller,  as  a  prospective  purchaser,  one  who, 
acting  under  an  independent  brokerage  arrangement  with  the 
owner,  makes  a  sale,  the  first  broker  is  not  entitled  to  com- 
missions. Peek  V.  Slifer,  122  111.  App.  21;  Latshaw  v.  Moore, 
53  Kan.  234. 

Where  a  broker  having  property  for  sale  called  the  atten- 
tion of  another  broker  thereto,  and  he  sold,  the  first  was  not 
entitled  to  a  commission.  Shapiro  v.  Shapiro,  103  N.  Y.  S. 
305,  117  App.  Div.  817. 

A  sale  made  by  the  second  agent  to  a  client  of  the  first,  but 
at  a  lower  price,  did  not  entitle  the  first  to  a  commission. 
Ames  V.  Cameron,  19  D.  C.  435;  Mears  v.  Stone,  44  111.  App. 
444 ;  Wolff  V.  Rosenberg,  67  Mo.  App.  403 ;  Friedmxin  v.  Have- 
meyer,  56  N.  Y.  S.  97,  37  App.  Div.  518;  Felman  v.  O'Brien^ 
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51  N.  Y.  S.  309,  23  Misc.  341;  Powell  v.  Anderson,  15  Daly 
(N.  Y.),  219,  4  N.  Y.  S.  706;  HendHcks  v.  Daniels,  19  N.  Y. 
S.  414;  Powell  V.  Lamb,  1  N.  Y.  S.  431. 

Sec.  446.    Broker  who  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  is 
entitled  to  the  commission. 

The  agent  who  is  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  is  entitled 
to  compensation. 

Arkansas. 

Steivel  v.  Lally  (Ark.  Sup.  '09),  115  S.  W.  1134;  Bogne  v. 
Marshall  (Ark.  Sup.  '08),  114  S.  W.  714;  Hunton  v.  Marshall, 
76  Ark.  375,  88  S.  W.  963;  Scott  v.  Patterson,  53  Ark.  419, 
13  S.  W.  419. 

Californu. 
Zeimer  v.  Antisell,  75  Oal.  509,  17  P.  642. 

Colorado. 

Anderson  v.  Smythe,  1  Colo.  App.  253,  28  P.  478;  Bdbcoch 
V.  Merritt,  1  Colo.  App.  84,  27  P.  882;  Oeiger  v.  Riser  (Colo. 
Sup.  10),  107  P.  267;  Lawrence  v.  Weir,  3  Colo.  App.  401, 
33  P.  646;  Scott  V.  Lloyd,  19  Colo.  401,  35  P.  733;  Qxiinby  v. 
Telford,  4  Colo.  App.  210,  35  P.  276;  Duncan  v.  Borden,  13 
Colo.  App.  481,  59  P.  60;  Leech  v.  demons,  14  Colo.  App. 
45  59  P.  230;  Wheeler  v.  Beers  (Colo.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  758. 

Connecticut. 

Hoadley  v.  Danbury  Sav.  Bk.,  71  Conn.  599,  42  A.  667,  44 
L.  R.  A.  321;  Duncan  v.  Kearney,  72  Conn.  585,  45  A.  358; 
Waiiams  v.  Cloxves,  75  Conn.  155,  52  A.  820. 

Delaware. 
Hawkins  v.  Chandler,  8  Houst.  (Del.)  434,  32  A.  464. 

District  op  Columbia. 

Bryan  v.  Alert,  3  App.  (D.  C.)  Cas.  180;  Clark  v.  Morris, 
30  App.  (D.  C.)  Cas.  553. 
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Oeoboia. 
Indian  Trust  Co.  v.  Sandlein,  125  Ga.  222,  54  S.  E.  65. 

Idaho. 
Church  V.  Denning,  14  Ida.  776,  96  P.  263. 

Illinois. 

Henry  v.  Stewart,  185  111.  448,  57  N.  E.  190;  Rigdon  v. 
Moore,  226  111.  382,  80  N.  E.  901;  Sievers  v.  Griffin,  14  111. 
App.  63;  Dams  v.  Gassett,  30  111.  App.  41;  Adams  v.  Decker, 
34  111.  App.  17;  Jenks  v.  Nobles,  42  111.  App.  33;  Clark  v. 
Nessler,  50  111.  App.  550;  Watts  v.  Howard,  51  111.  App.  243; 
Neufeld  v.  Orew,  60  111.  App.  350;  McGuire  v.  Carlan,  61  111. 
App.  295;  Pa^e  V.  March,  65  111.  App.  482;  Barton  v.  Rogers, 
84  111.  App.  49;  Deon  v.  Archer,  103  111.  App.  455;  Shannon 
V.  Po##s,  117  111.  App.  80;  Rigdon  v.  Strong,  128  111.  App.  447; 
West  End  Store  v.  Mann,  133  111.  App.  544;  Finch  Bros.  v. 
Be^2,  134  111.  App.  471 ;  Dickson  v.  Owens,  134  111.  App.  561 ; 
Patten  v.  Wt7Ks,  134  111.  App.  645;  Gould  v.  Ricard,  136  III. 
App.  322;  Wright  v.  McClintock,  136  111.  App.  438;  Sf«ne  v. 
Ferry  (111.  App.  '09),  88  N.  E.  186;  Wi7ietur  v.  Jones,  113  lU. 
App.  129. 

Indiana. 

Clifford  V.  Jfeyer,  6  Ind.  App.  633,  34  N.  E.  23;  Mullen  v. 
Bowen,  26  Ind.  App.  253,  59  N.  E.  419;  Shelton  v.  Lundin 
(Ind.  App.  '10),  90  N.  E.  387. 

Iowa. 

Kelley  v.  /Sfone,  94  Iowa,  316,  62  N.  W.  842;  Stanford  v. 
Bell,  99  Iowa,  545,  68  N.  W.  817;  Semple  v.  Bond,  112  Iowa, 
616,  84  N.  W.  683 ;  Rounds  v.  ^Zee,  116  Iowa,  345,  89  N.  W. 
1098;  Hun  V.  Ashton,  121  Iowa,  265,  96  N.  W.  745;  Gibson 
V.  fl'wnf  (Iowa  Slip.  '03),  94  N.  W.  277;  Lewis  v.  /Sw^miZc*, 
130  Iowa,  203,  106  N.  W.  624. 


commission  and  compensation  op  agents.  277 

Kansas. 

Driesbach  v.  Rollins,  39  Kan.  268,  18  P.  187;  Marloti  v. 
Elliott,  69  Kan,  477,  77  P.  104;  Votaw  v.  McKeever,  76  Kan. 
870,  92  P.  1120. 

Kentucky. 

Higgins  v.  MUler,  109  Ky.  203,  22  L.  R.  702,  58  S.  W.  580; 
Collier  v.  Johnson,  23  Ky.  L.  R.  2453,  67  S.  W.  830 ;  Hopkins 
V.  Moseley,  31  Ky.  L.  R.  1308,  105  S.  W.  104 ;  Hobbs  v.  Miller, 
14  Ky.  L.  R.  719. 

Louisiana. 
Taylor  v.  Martin,  109  La.  137,  33  S.  112, 

Maine. 

Straut  Y.  Hubbard  (Me.  Sup.  '08),  71  A.  1020. 

§ 

Maryland. 

Schwartz  v.  Yearly,  31  Md.  270;  Livezy  v.  Miller,  61  Md. 
336 ;  Walker  v.  Baldwin,  106  Md.  619,  68  A.  25. 

Massachusetts. 

Desmond  v.  Stebbins,  140  Mass.  339,  5  N.  E.  150;  Bowling 
V.  Merrill,  165  Mass.  491,  43  N.  E.  295;  Whitcomb  v.  Macon, 
170  Mass.  479,  49  N.  E.  742 ;  French  v.  McKay,  181'  Mass.  485, 
63  N.  E.  1068;  Sullivan  v.  Tufts  (Mass.  Sup.  '09),  89  N.  B. 
239;  Waiard  v.  Wnght  (Mass.  Sup.  '09),  89  N.  E.  559. 

Michigan. 

Ellsmore  v.  Gamble,  62  Mich.  543,  29  N.  W,  97;  Wood  v. 
WeJI«,  103  Mich.  320,  61  N.  W.  503. 

Minnesota. 

Armstrong  v.  Wanw,  29  Minn.  126,  12  N.  W.  345;  Putman 
V.  jffowe,  39  Minn.  363,  40  N.  W.  258. 
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Missouri. 

Brennan  v.  Roach,  47  Mo.  290;  Stande  v.  Blesch,  42  Mo. 
App.  578;  Russell  v.  Poor  (Mo.  App.  '08),  119  S.  W.  433; 
Cfoffe  V.  Oibson,  18  Mo.  App.  1 ;  Ramsey  v.  West,  31  Mo.  App. 
676 ;  Millan  v.  Porter,  31  Mo.  App.  563 ;  Wright  v.  Brown,  68 
Mo.  App.  577 ;  Crowley  v.  SomervUle,  70  Mo.  App.  376 ;  Camp- 
bell V.  yan5^^?l6,  73  Mo.  App.  84 ;  Hogan  v.  Slade,  98  Mo.  App. 
44,  71  S.  W.  1104;  McCreary  v.  Kellogg,  106  Mo.  App.  597, 
81  S.  W.  465 ;  Smith  v.  Truitt,  107  Mo.  App.  1,  80  S.  W.  686 ; 
Bailee  v.  McMurray,  113  Mo.  App.  253;  88  S.  W.  151;  Olade 
V.  Eastern  lU.  Min.  Co.,  129  Mo.  App.  443,  107  S.  W.  1002. 

Nebraska. 

Frenzer  v.  Lee  (Neb.  Sup.  '02),  90  N.  W.  914;  Butler  v. 
Kennard,  23  Neb.  357,  36  N.  W.  579;  St.  Felix  v.  Cries,  34 
Neb.  800,  52  N.  W.  821;  HamUeton  v.  Fort,  58  Neb.  282,  78 
N.  W.  498 ;  Craig  v.  Weed,  58  Neb.  782,  79  N.  W.  718 ;  Leiois 
V.  lfcDo?iaZd(  Neb.  Sup.  '09),  120  N.  W.  207;  Wasmer  v.  Lean,  32 
Neb.  519,  49  N.  W,  463. 

New  Jersey. 

Shepherd  v.  Hadden,  29  N.  J.  L.  334;  Vreeland  v.  Vetter- 
lein,  33  N.  J.  L.  247 ;  Derrickson  v.  Quimby,  43  N.  J.  L.  373. 

New  York. 

Lloyd  V.  Matthews,  51  N.  Y.  124;  Sussdorf  v.  Schmidt,  55 
N.  Y.  319 ;  Wt/Me  v.  Marine  Nat.  Bk.,  61  N.  Y.  415 ;  Colwell  v. 
Tompkins,  158  N.  Y.  690,  53  N.  E.  1124 ;  WaZ^on  v.  McMorrow, 
175  N.  Y.  493,  67  N.  E.  1090;  Shipman  v.  JPrec/i,  1  N.  Y.  S.  67; 
King  v.  Bauer,  8  N.  Y.  S.  466 ;  Turner  v.  Putnam,  13  N.  Y.  S. 
567;  Bickard  v.  Hoffman,  19  N.  Y.  S.  472;  Jo/imon  v.  Burn- 
heimer,  19  N.  Y.  S.  37 ;  Van  Doren  v.  Jelliff,  20  N.  Y.  S.  636, 
1  Misc.  354;  Meyers  v.  Dean,  29  N.  Y.  S.  578;  9  Misc.  183; 
McKnight  v.  Thayer,  21  N.  Y.  S.  440 ;  Whitehead  v.  JTebey, 
22  N.  Y.  S.  923,  3  Misc.  378;  Baker  v.  Thomas,  31  N.  Y.  S. 
993,  11  Misc.  112;  Atwater  v.  Wilson,  34  N.  Y.  S.  153,  13 
Misc.  117 ;  Ware  v.  Dos  Passos,  38  N.  Y.  S.  673,  4  App.  Div. 
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32;  Randruff  v.  Schroeder,  46  N.  Y.  S.  943,  21  Misc.  52;  Woods 
V.  Barton,  47  N.  Y.  S.  184,  21  Misc.  326 ;  Wychoff  v.  Bissell, 
48  N.  Y.  S.  1018,  24  App.  Div.  66 ;  Hamilton  v.  OUlander,  49 
N.  Y.  S.  663,  26  App.  Div.  156 ;  Hay  v.  Piatt,  21  N.  Y.  S.  362, 
66  Hun,  488 ;  McNulty  v.  Bowe,  59  N.  Y.  S.  690,  28  Misc.  523 ; 
Goodwin  v.  Brennecke,  47  N.  Y.  S.  266,  21  App.  Div.  138; 
Burke  v.  Pfeffer,  68  N.  Y.  S.  799,  34  Misc.  794;  Weinstein  v. 
Goldberg,  40  N.  Y.  S.  680,  17  Misc.  613,  75  N.  Y.  St.  84;  De 
Zavola  V.  Rosaliner,  84  N.  Y.  S.  969 ;  Schatzberg  v.  Frosworth, 
84  N.  Y.  S.  259 ;  Whiteley  v.  Terry,  82  N.  Y.  S.  89,  83  App. 
Div.  197;  Summers  v.  Carey,  74  N.  Y.  S.  980,  69  App.  Div. 
428;  Bellesheim  v.  Palm,  66  N.  Y.  S.  273,  54  App.  Div.  77; 
Johnson  v.  Lord,  54  N.  Y.  S.  922,  35  App.  Div.  325 ;  Phinney 
V.  Chesebro,  84  N.  Y.  S.  449,  87  App.  Div.  409;  Woolley  v. 
Buhler,  25  N.  Y.  S.  1045,  73  Hun,  158 ;  Smith  v.  Seattle,  etc., 
B.  Co.,  25  N.  Y.  S.  368,  72  Hun,  202 ;  Martin  v.  Fegan,  88  N. 
Y.  S.  472,  95  App.  Div.  154;  Doran  v.  Bernard,  45  N.  Y.  S. 
387,  18  App.  Div.  36;  Southwick  v.  Swavinski,  99  N.  Y.  S. 
1079,  114  App.  Div.  681;  O'Shea  v.  Brill,  108  N.  Y.  S.  1020; 
Dreyer  v.  Rush,  42  How.  Pr.  22,  3  Daly,  434 ;  Harris  v.  Burt- 
nell,  2  Daly,  189 ;  Moracella  v.  Odell,  3  Daly,  123 ;  Jungeblut 
V.  Gindra,  118  N.  Y.  S.  942 ;  Winans  v.  Jaques,  10  Daly,  487 ; 
Nicholson  v.  Harrison,  120  N.  Y.  S.  923;  Chilton  v.  Butler, 
1  E.  D.  Smith,  150;  Morgan  v.  Mason,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  636; 
White  V.  Twitchings,  26  Hun,  503;  McClave  v.  Paine,  2 
Sweeney,  407,  41  How.  Pr.  140 ;  Frazer  v.  Brown,  67  N.  Y.  S. 
966,  33  Misc.  591;  Glentworthy  v.  La^fee,  21  Barb.  145;  Met- 
calfe V.  Gordon,  83  N.  Y.  S.  808,  86  App.  Div.  368. 

North  Carolina. 
Kinsland  v.  Grtmshaw  (N.  C.  Sup.   W),  59  S.  E.  1000. 

Oregon. 

Wolverton  v.  Tuttler,  51  Ore.  501,  94  P.  961 ;  Jennings  v. 
Trammers,  52  Ore.  149,  96  P.  874. 

Ohio. 
Roush  V.  Loeffltr,  18  Cir.  Ct.  806,  6  0.  Cir.  Dec.  760. 
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Pennsylvania. 

Earp  V.  Cummins,  54  Pa.  St.  394 ;  Haines  v.  Signer,  9  Phila. 
61;  Burchfield  v.  Griffith,  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  618;  Inslee  v. 
Jones,  Brightly,  76;  Oibson's  Est,  3  Pa.  Dist.  147,  14  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  241. 

South  Carolina. 
Goldsmith  v.  Coxe,  80  S.  C.  341,  61  S.  E.  555. 

South  Dakota. 
Wychojf  V.  Kerr  (S.  D.  Sup.  '09),  123  N.  W.  733. 

Texas. 

Bowser  v.  Field  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '91),  17  S.  W.  45;  Smith 
V.  Fowler  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W.  598;  Newton  v.  Dickson 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  143;  Brown  v.  SfeeZfon  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '93),  23  S.  W.  483;  Hahl  v.  Wtcfcc*,  44  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  76,  97  S.  W.  838;  Gray  v.  Carroll  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07), 
105  S.  W.  214;  Wc5f  V.  Thompson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  106 
S.  W.  1134;  Bowman  v.  S.  W.  Land  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08), 
107  S.  W.  585;  Edwards  v.  PtA;e  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  107  S. 
W.  586;  Schultz  v.  Zelman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  111  S.  W. 
776 ;  Peach  River  Lumber  Co.  v.  Montgomery  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'08),  115  S.  W.  87. 

Washington. 
Norris  v.  Byrne,  38  Wash.  592,  80  P.  808. 

West  Virginia. 
Cooper  V.  Upton  (W.  Va.  Sup.  '09),  64  S.  E.  523. 

England. 

Bray  v.  Chandler,  18  C.  B.  717,  86  E.  C.  L.  718 ;  Murray  v. 
Curry,  7  C.  &  P.  584,  32  E.  C.  L.  771;  Colonial  Trust  Co.  v. 
Pac.  Packing  cfe  Nav.  Co.,  158  Fed.  277,  85  C.  C.  A.  539.  Compare 
Sec.  581. 
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If  a  broker  is  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  the  owner 
can  not  sell  at  a  lower  price,  and  thereby  escape  liability  for 
commissions.  Hubachek  v.  Hazzard,  83  Minn.  437,  86  N.  W. 
426;  Frayner  v.  Morse,  55  Neb.  595,  75  N.  W.  1103.  If  the 
broker  be  the  instrument  through  whom  a  sale  has  been  ef- 
fected, no  sort  of  artifice,  deceit  or  fraud  will  deprive  him  of 
his  commission.  C order  v.  O'NeUl,  176  Mo.  401,  75  S.  W.  764, 
774. 

The  fact  that  before  a  sale  the  broker  did  not  inform  the 
owner  that  the  prospective  purchaser  was  his  customer  is  not 
altogether  controlling.  Metcalfe  v.  Oordon,  83  N.  Y.  S.  808, 
86  App.  Div.  368.  Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser at  a  price  satisfactory  to  his  principal,  as  a  condition 
to  demand  commissions  he  must  be  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
sale.  Beads  v.  Hank,  147  Mich.  42,  110  N.  W.  130,  13  D.  L. 
N.  952.  A  broker  who  merely  called  the  attention  of  a  church 
officer  to  a  lot  he  had  for  sale,  telling  him  the  price,  is  not 
the  efficient  and  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  where  the  church 
refused  to  purchase  through  him,  and  bought  the  property 
through  another  agent.  Witherbee  v.  Walker,  42  Colo.  1,  93 
P.  1118. 

Plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  with  authority  to  sell  land, 
visited  defendant  with  a  purchaser,  and  thereafter  continued 
negotiations  which  were  never  expressly  terminated.  Without 
any  intervening  agency  the  purchaser  decided  to  buy,  but 
made  an  arrangement  with  another  real  estate  broker  where- 
by such  broker  agreed  to  divide  his  commissions  with  the  pur- 
chaser, and  the  latter  broker,  with  full  knowledge  of  plain- 
tiff's negotiations,  solicited  and  received  authority  to  sell  the 
land,  the  owner  not  knowing  of  plaintiff's  negotiations  with 
the  purchaser.  Held,  that,  as  between  the  brokers,  plaintiff's 
efforts  were  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  and  he  was  en- 
titled to  the  commissions.  Lewis  v.  McDonald,  83  Neb.  694, 
120  N.  W.  207.    See  also  Sec.  444. 


CHAPTER  III. 

BECmOX.  SECTION. 

447.  Continuity   brok«n,  and   its      449.     Consummation  of  contract. 

effect  upon  the  rights  of      450.    Introduction   of   prospective 
the  broker.  purchaser. 

448.  Sequence  broken,  and  its  ef- 

fect   upon    the    broker's 
right  to  commissions. 

Sec.  447.    Continuity  broken,  and  its  effect  upon  the  rights 
of  the  broker. 

Plaintiff  had  a  contract  with  defendant  by  which  in  consid- 
eration of  special  efforts  of  the  former  to  sell  a  house  belonging 
to  the  defendant,  and  of  advertising  the  house  in  a  circular 
which  plaintiff  was  to  publish,  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  a 
certain  commission  on  the  sum  for  which  the  house  should  be 
sold;  if  the  sale  was  made  by  any  other  broker,  a  minimum 
price  was  fixed  at  which  the  property  was  to  be  sold.  Held, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  any  commission  where  the 
house  was  subsequently  sold  through  another  broker  by  the 
acceptance  of  a  standing  offer  made  through  such  broker  sev- 
eral months  after  the  contract  with  plaintiff  was  entered  into, 
and  the  sale  being  at  a  less  figure  than  that  named  in  the  con- 
tract with  plaintiff.  Powell  v.  Anderson,  15  Daly  (N.  Y.), 
210,  4  N.  Y.  S.  706. 

Where  an  owner  openly  places  his  property  in  the  hands  of 

rival  agents  for  sale  and  one  makes  the  sale  to  a  customer 

with  whom  the  other  had  first,  but  unsuccessfully  negotiated, 

the  owner  is  not  liable  to  the  latter  for  commissions.     Carper 

V.  Sweet,  26  Colo.  547,  57  P.  45;  Wiggins  v.  Wilson,  55  Fla. 

346,  45  S.  1011;  Oirardieu  v.  Gibson,  122  Ga.  313,  50  S.  E. 

91;  Carlson  v.  Nathan,  43  III  App.  364;  West  End  Co,   v. 

Mann,  133  111.  App.  544;  Piatt  v.  Jahr,  9  Ind.  App.  58,  36 

N.  E.  294;  Livezy  v.  Miller,  61  Md.  336;  Leonard  v.  Eld- 
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ridge,  184  Mass,  594,  69  N.  E.  337;  Croumingshield  v. 
Foster,  169  Mass.  237,  47  N.  E.  879;  Chandler  v.  Sutton,  5 
Daly  (N.  Y.),  112;  I>6  Zavola  v.  Bozaliner,  84  N.  Y.  S.  969; 
Friedman  v.  Havemeyer,  55  N.  Y.  S.  97,  37  App.  Div.  518; 
Earp  V.  Cummins,  54  Pa.  St.  394;  Dewall  v.  Moody,  24  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  627,  60  S.  W.  269;  Montgomery  v.  Biering  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '95),  30  S.  W.  508;  Land  Mtge.  Bk.  v.  Hargis  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '02),  70  S.  W.  352. 

If  the  broker  fails  to  bring  a  customer  to  terms  and  aban- 
dons negotiations,  he  is  not  ordinarily  entitled  to  commissions 
upon  a  sale  made  by  the  owner  to  the  customer.  Watts  v. 
Howard,  51  111.  App.  243;  Cullen  v.  Bell,  43  Minn.  226,  45 
N.  W.  428;  Cathcart  v.  Bacon,  47  Minn.  34,  49  N.  W.  331; 
Tooker  v.  Duckworth,  107  Mo.  App.  231,  80  S.  W.  963 ;  Hen- 
kel  V.  Dunn,  97  Mo.  App.  671,  71  S.  W.  735 ;  Barnard  v.  Mon- 
nott,  34  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  90;  Meyer  v.  Strauss,  58  N.  Y.  S.  904, 
42  App.  Div.  613 ;  Oetzler  v.  Boehm,  38  N.  Y.  S.  52,  16  Misc. 
390;  Alden  v.  Earfe,  121  N.  Y.  688,  24  N.  E.  705;  Tyng  v. 
Constable,  71  N.  Y.  S.  820,  35  Misc.  283 ;  Miller  v.  Vining,  98 
N.  Y.  S.  466,  112  App.  Div.  304 ;  Schano  v.  Storch,  107  N.  Y. 
S.  26,  56  Misc.  484;  Jones  v.  Buck  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  120  N. 
W.  112. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  a  whole  tract  of  land  or  a 
part  thereof,  failed,  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  discharge 
him,  but  he  continued  his  negotiations  and  the  owner  after- 
ward sold  a  portion  to  the  broker's  customer,  the  broker  was 
held  entitled  to  recover  a  proportionate  commission.  Diamond 
V.  Wheeler,  80  N.  Y.  S.  416,  80  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  58. 

Plaintiffs,  to  recover  utider  their  agreement  to  negotiate  the 
purchase  for  defendant  of  land  for  certain  commissions  on  the 
amount  of  the  purchase,  must  show  that  through  their  efforts 
and  negotiations  defendant  became  the  purchaser;  this  is  not 
the  case  where  their  efforts  to  get  a  price  from  the  owner  which 
defendant  would  accept  failed,  and  long  after  their  negotia- 
tions and  dealings  with  him  had  ceased,  and  they  and  defend- 
ant had  abandoned  hope  of  reaching  an  agreement  with  him, 
he,  on  learning  that  defendant  was  to  commence  condemna- 
tion proceedings  for  the  land,  made  an  offer  to  defendant, 
which  was  accepted,  to  submit  to  arbitration  the  price  at  which 
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defendant  should  take  the  property.    Martien  v.  Mayor,  etc., 
Baltimore,  109  Md.  260,  71  A.  966. 

If  a  broker,  after  offering  a  farm  at  a  price  in  excess  of 
the  lowest  price  authorized  by  the  owner,  which  the  purchaser 
said  was  too  high,  allowed  the  purchaser  to  go  with  the  un- 
derstanding that  the  price  stated  was  the  lowest  which  would 
be  accepted,  and  made  no  arrangements  for  further  negotia- 
tions, and  the  purchaser  notified  the  owner  of  the  negotiations 
with  the  broker,  and  that  he  would  not  deal  further  with  him, 
and  the  owner,  in  good  faith,  sold  the  farm  to  the  purchaser, 
the  broker  would  not  be  entitled  to  commissions  on  the  sale. 
Heenan  v.  Harris  (Mich.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  741,  16  D.  L. 
N.  344. 

Seo.  448.    Sequence  broken,  and  its  effect  upon  the  broker's 
right  to  commissions. 

A  broker  who  negotiated  with  one  person,  who  called'  the 
attention  of  another  to  the  property,  and  that  other  bought 
from  the  vendor,  or  through  another  broker,  is  not  entitled 
to  commissions;  to  be  entitled  to  commissions  he  must  be  the 
procuring  cause  and  not  merely  a  cause  ot  causes.  Baumgarth 
V.  Hayne,  54  111.  App.  496;  Gleason  v.  Nelson,  162  Mass.  245, 
38  N.  E.  497;  Vandyke  v.  Walker,  49  Mo.  App.  381;  Burk- 
holder  v.  Fanner,  34  Neb.  1,  51  N  W.  293 ;  Johnson  v.  Seidal, 
150  Pa.  St.  396,  24  A.  687.    See  also  Sec.  69. 

Under  somewhat  similar  circumstances,  in  another  State,  a 
broker  was  held  entitled  to  recover  commissions.  Lincoln  v. 
McClatchie,  36  Conn.  136.  See  also  Games  v.  Finnegan,  198 
Mass.  128,  84  N.  E.  324.  ♦ 

In  the  case  of  Oleason  v.  Nelson,  162  Mass.,  the  court,  re- 
ferring to  the  Connecticut  case,  observes  that  the  broker  in 
that  case,  "advertised  the  property;  A.  saw  the  advertisement, 
conferred  with  the  broker,  and  went  and  told  his  friend  B.,  in 
whose  behalf  he  felt  an  interest,  and  B.  bought  the  property. 
It  was  held  that  the  broker  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
sale  and  so  was  entitled  to  his  commission."  But,  ''where 
there  has  been  no  direct  communication  between  the  broker 
and  the  purchaser,  it  must  be  shown  a£Srmatively  that  the 
latter  was  induced  to  enter  into  the  negotiation  which  resulted 
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in  the  purchjise  through  the  means  employed  by  the  broker 
for  that  purpose.  If  the  broker  merely  talked  about  the  prop- 
erty with  different  persons,  and  one  of  them  of  his  own  ac- 
cord, and  not  acting  in  behalf  of  the  broker,  mentioned  to 
another  that  the  property  was  for  sale,  and  such  last  men- 
tioned person  tliereupon  looked  into  the  matter  and  finally  be- 
came the  purchaser,  the  agency  of  the  broker  in  inducing  the 
sale  was  not  sufficiently  direct  to  entitle  him  to  a  commission." 
(162  Mass.  249-250.)     See  the  next  Section. 

Sec.  449.    Consummation  of  contract. 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  sell  or  exchange  property 
the  terms  of  the  employment  may  require  the  completion  of 
the  contract  or  transfer  of  the  title  before  compensation  is 
earned,  unless  the  act  of  the  principal  has  prevented  perform- 
ance. Hyams  v.  Miller,  71  Ga.  608 ;  Kerf  oof  v.  Steele,  113  111. 
610;  Jenkins  v.  Hollingsworth,  83  111.  App.  139;  Ormsby  v. 
Graham,  123  Iowa,  202,  98  N.  W.  724;  Boyd  v.  Watson,  101 
Iowa,  214,  70  N.  W.  120;  Stratton  v.  8amn.  W.  Jones  Co., 
20  Ky.  L.  R.  1787,  50  S.  W.  33 ;  De  Santos  v.  Taney,  13  La. 
Ann.  151;  Didson  v.  Duraldo,  2  Rob.  (La.)  163;  Games  v. 
Howard,  180  Mass.  569,  63  N.  E.  122;  Kronenberger  v.  Bier- 
ling,  76  N.  Y.  S.  895,  37  Misc.  817;  Feiner  v.  Kobke,  34  N. 
Y.  S.  676,  13  Misc.  499;  Pierce  v.  Truitt  (Pa.  Sup.  '88),  12  A. 
661 ;  Michener  v.  Beiern,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  637 ;  Brennam  v.  Perry, 
7  Phila.  (Pa.)  242;  Lawler  v.  Armstrong  (Wash.  Sup.  '09), 
102  P.  775;  Pratt  v.  Patterson,  7  Phila.  (Pa.)  135;  Owen  v. 
Kuhn  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  72  S.  W.  432;  Morton  v.  Barney, 
140  111.  App.  333. 

Where  the  contract  makes  the  right  to  commissions  dependent 
upon  consummation,  a  broker  can  not  recover  commissions 
unless  the  contract  has  been  consummated  and  the  money  paid. 
Lindley  v.  Fay,  119  Cal.  239,  51  P.  333 ;  Ballard  v.  Shea,  121 
111.  App.  135;  Cremer  v.  Miller,  56  Minn.  52,  57  N.  W.  318; 
West  V,  Stoeckel,  6  Ohio  Dec.  (Rep.)  1082;  10  Am.  L.  R.  309; 
Eeichard  v.  Wallach,  91  N.  Y.  S.  347;  Bishop  v.  Averill,  17 
Wash.  209,  49  P.  237,  50  P.  1024;  Power  v.  Kane,  5  Wis.  265. 

There  is  authority  to  the  effect  that  a  broker's  right  to  com- 
missions is  not  defeated  because  the  principal  is  unable  to  com- 
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ply  with  the  contract,  as  where  independent  of  the  broker  he 
has  previously  sold  the  property.  Lane  v.  Albright,  49  Ini 
275 ;  Gregor  v.  McKee,  43  N.  Y.  S.  486,  18  Misc.  613 ;  Levy  v. 
Rothe,  39  N.  Y.  S.  1057,  17  Misc.  402;  Woodall  v.  Foster,  91 
Tenn.  195,  18  S.  W.  241. 

In  later  New  York  cases  the  doctrine  has  undergone  a  revi- 
sion, on  the  ground  that  the  owner  may  sell  his  premises  at 
any  time  and  to  any  customer  who  is  willing  to  buy  upon  his 
terms,  and  that  commissions  may  not  be  collected  for  customers 
produced  after  the  premises  have  been  sold.  Hodge  v.  Appellees, 
107  N.  Y.  S.  170,  122  App.  Div.  437 ;  Ettinghoff  v.  Harowitz, 
100  N.  Y.  S.  1002,  115  App.  Div.  571. 

A  broker  employed  to  secure  a  loan  does  not  earn  his  com- 
missions by  merely  procuring  a  lender  who  offers  to  make  the 
loan,  but  who,  after  acceptance  by  the  borrower,  refuses  to 
consummate  the  transaction.  Ashfield  v.  Case,  87  N.  Y.  S. 
649,  93  App.  Div.  452;  Crasto  v.  White,  5  N.  Y.  S.  718,  52 
Hun,  473.    See  also  Sec.  460. 

To  entitle  a  real  estate  broker  to  his  commissions  he  must 
produce  a  person  who  actually  purchases  the  property  by 
complying  with  the  terms  agreed  upon,  unless  his  failure  to 
do  so  is  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  vendor.  Richards  v.  Jack- 
son, 31  Md.  250;  Briggs  v.  Rowe,  1  Abb.  Dec.  (N.  Y.)  189,  4 
Keyes  424;  Burnet  v.  Edling,  19  Tex. -Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W. 
775;  Parker  v.  Nat.  Bdg.,  etc.,  Assn.,  55  W.  Va.  134,  46  S. 
E.  811. 

A  broker  employed  to  effect  a  sale  is  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sions until  consummation.  Dorrington  v.  Powell,  52  Neb.  440, 
72  N.  W.  587;  Lyle  v.  Uni.  Land  &  Inv.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'95),  30  S.  W.  723;  Smith  v.  Sharp   (Ala.   '09),  50  S.  381. 

A  broker  failing  to  show  a  completed  contract  between  the 
seller  and  the  buyer  is  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Reicherd 
V.  Wallach,  91  N.  Y.  S.  347.  A  broker  who  contracted  for  com- 
missions to  be  all  over  a  certain  net  selling  price,  required  a 
consummation  of  the  sale  to  earn  commissions.  Munroe  v.  Tay- 
lor, 191  Mass.  483,  78  N.  E.  106.  See  also  Sees.  119,  193, 
224,  272. 

Completion  of  the  contract  falls  upon  the  owner  after  the 
broker  has  found  a  customer  ready  and  willing  to  buy,  where 
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his  contract  is  to  find  a  purehaser.    Stuigert  v.  Hawley,  40  111. 
App.  610,  reversed  on  other  grounds,  140  111.  185. 

Seo.  460.    Ihtrodaotion  of  prospective  purchaser. 

The  introduction  by  a  broker  of  a  prospective  purchaser  to 
the  principal  held  sufficient  to  establish  a  contract  of  employ- 
ment. Carroll  v.  O'Shea,  19  N.  Y.  S.  374.  Introduction  to  the 
owner,  followed  by  a  sale,  entitles  the  broker  to  commissions, 
although  the  sale  is  made  for  a  less  price  and  upon  different 
terms.  Henry  v.  Stewart,  185  111.  448,  57  N.  E.  190;  Dean  v. 
Archer,  103  111.  App.  455;  Pete  v.  March,  65  111.  App.  482; 
Hafner  v.  Herron,  60  111.  App.  592,  affirmed  165  111.  242,  46 
N.  B.  211;  Oibson  v.  Hunt  (Iowa  Sup.  '03),  94  N.  W.  277; 
Driesback  v.  Rollins,  39  Kan.  268,  18  P.  187;  Schwartz  v. 
Yearly,  31  Md.  270;  French  v.  McKay,  181  Mass.  485,  63  N.  E. 
1068 ;  Desmond  v.  Stebbins,  140  Mass.  339,  5  N.  E.  150;  Reishus- 
Reimer  Land  Co.  v.  Benner,  91  Minn.  401,  98  N.  W.  186;  Haug 
V.  Haughan,  51  Minn.  558,  53  N.  W.  874 ;  Francis  v.  Baker,  45 
Minn.  83,  47  N.  W.  452;  Sallee  v.  McMaury,  113  Mo.  App.  253, 
88  S.  W.  157 ;  Vreeland  v.  Vetterlein,  33  N.  J.  L.  247 ;  Sibbald 
V.  Bethlehem  Iron  Co.,  83  N.  Y.  378;  Lloyd  v.  Matthews,  51 
N.  Y.  124;  Goodwin  v.  Brennecke,  47  N.  Y.  S.  266,  21  App. 
Div.  138 ;  Glentworth  v.  Luther,  21  Barb.  145 ;  Baker  v.  Thomas^ 
31  N.  Y.  S.  993, 11  Misc.  112 ;  Van  Doren  v.  Jelleffe,  20  N.  Y.  S. 
636,  1  Misc.  354 ;  Turner  v.  Putnam,  13  N.  Y.  S.  567 ;  Rousch 
V.  Loeffler,  18  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  806,  6  0.  Cir.  Dec.  760;  Insloe  v. 
Jones,  Brightly  (Pa.)  76;  Haines  v.  Signer,  9  Phila.  (Pa.)  51; 
Smith  V.  Sharp  (Ala.  Sup.  '09),  50  S.  381. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  commissions,  although  he  took  no  part 
in  the  negotiations,  where  a  sale  resulted  from  his  introducing  a 
customer  to  the  owner;  irrespective  of  the  purchase  price,  and 
although  the  sale  was  made  by  the  owner.  Holland  v.  Howard, 
105  Ala.  538,  17  S.  35;  Snyder  y.  Fearer,  87  111.  App.  275; 
Keeler  v.  Grace,  27  111.  App.  427;  Henderson  v.  Collins,  69 
Iowa,  51,  28  N.  W.  431;  Jones  v.  Adler,  34  Md.  440;  Delta,  etc, 
Land  Co.  v.  Wallace,  83  Miss.  656,  36  S.  263;  Timberm^n  v. 
Craddock,  70  Mo.  638 ;  Crone  v.  Miss.  Valley  Trust  Co.,  85  Mo. 
App.  601;  Bass  v.  Jacobs,  63  Mo.  App.  393;  Jones  v.  Berry, 
37  Mo.  App.  125 ;  Nicholas  v.  Jones,  23  Neb.  813,  37  N.  W.  679 ; 
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Butler  V.  Kennard,  23  Neb.  357,  36  N.  W.  579;  Poivin  v.  Cur 
ran,  13  Neb.  302,  14  N.  W.  400;  Lloyd  v.  Matthews,  51  N.  Y. 
124;  Oillen  v.  Wise,  14  Daly  (N.  Y.)  480,  15  N.  Y.  St.  367; 
Banford  v.  Shafter,  4  Daly,  243;  Ludlow  v.  Carman,  2  Hilt. 
(N.  Y.)  107;  0  Too/6  v.  rwcA:fr,  38  N.  Y.  S.  969,  16  Misc.  485, 
affirmed  40  N.  Y.  S.  695,  17  Misc.  554;  Fidelity  Ins.  Co,'s  Ap- 
peal, 161  Pa.  St.  177,  28  A.  1079;  Gibson's  Est.,  3  Pa.  Dist 
147,  14  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  241 ;  Scott  v.  Clark,  3  S.  D.  486,  54  N.  W. 
538;  Royster  v.  Magaveny,  9  Lea  (Teiin.)  148;  Arrington  v. 
Cary,  5  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  609. 

The  broker  who  first  introduced  a  prospective  purchaser  to 
the  owner  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  commissions  on  a  sale  made 
through  another.  Crone  v.  Miss,  Valley  Trust  Co.,  85  Mo. 
App.  601  A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  merely 
introducing  a  purchaser  to  the  owner,  in  the  absence  of  a  con- 
tract of  employment,  unless  his  character  as  agent  was  known 
or  disclosed  at  the  time.  Keener  v.  Harrod,  2  Md.  63.  See 
also  Sec.  68. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

SECTION.  SECTION. 

451.  Effect  of  representations  as         453.     Apportionment. 

to  the  dimensions  of  the         454.    Defeat  of  broker's  right  to 
property  offered.  commissions. 

452.  Purchaser    acting    for    an- 

other. 

Sec.  461.    Effect  of  representations  as  to  dimensions  of  the 
property  offered. 

Defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  a  piece  of  property 
for  her  representing  to  him  that  it  was  seventy-six  feet  in 
depth.  Plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  to  whom  defendant 
made  the  same  representations,  and  on  his  discovering  that 
the  lot  was  in  reality  but  sixty-six  feet  deep  he  refused  to  com- 
•  plete  the  purchase.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
commissions.  Hausman  v.  Herdtf elder,  80  N.  Y.  S.  1039,  81 
App.  Div.  46 ;  Diamond  v.  Hartley,  55  N.  Y.  S.  994,  61  N.  Y.  S. 
1022,  38  App.  Div.  87,  47  App.  Div.  1.    See  also  Sec.  183,  435. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  procur- 
ing a  loan,  it  appeared  that  the  written  portion  of  the  applica- 
tion for  the  loan  was  filled  in  by  the  broker,  and  that  he  was 
aware,  when  defendant  signed  the  application,  that  defendant 
was  uncertain  as  to  the  exact  dimensions  of  the  lot  on  which 
security  was  to  be  given,  though  the  dimensions  were  stated  in 
the  application,  and  the  loan  was  rejected  because  the  dimen- 
sions were  not  correctly  given.  Held,  that  inasmuch  as  the 
broker  was  equally  responsible  with  the  defendant  for  not  dis- 
closing the  situation  to  the  lender  and  for  their  refusal  to  make 
the  loan,  he  could  not  recover.  Diamond  v.  Harley,  61  N.  Y.  S. 
1022,  47  App.  Div.  1. 

Where  a  vendee  refused  to  complete  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  land  by  reason  of  an  alleged  deficiency  in  quantity,  but  it 
was  shown  that  the  contract  written  by  one  of  the  vendor's 
brokers  contained  a  mistaken  description  and  included  land 
which  the  vendor  did  not  own,  without  his  knowledge  and  con- 
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sent,  but  by  reason  of  the  receding  of  a  lake  on  which  the  land 
bordered,  the  farm  contracted  to  be  conveyed  actually  con- 
tained more  than  the  number  of  acres  specified,  the  brokers 
were  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Scott  V.  Oage,  16  S.  D.  285, 
92  N.  W.  37. 

Where  the  principal  gives  the  broker  a  card  describing  the 
lot  as-  twenty-three  feet  wide,  and  the  broker  in  good  faith 
makes  this  statement  to  a  prospective  purchaser,  and  the  sale 
falls  through  because  the  true  width  of  the  lot  falls  short  five 
inches,  the  broker  was  held  entitled  to  recover  his  commis- 
sions. Cohen  v.  Farley,  58  N.  Y.  S.  1102,  28  Misc.  168.  This 
conflicts  with  later  decisions  in  the  same  jurisdiction.  Haus- 
man  v.  Herdtf elder,  80  N.  Y.  S.  1039,  81  App.  Div.  46 ;  Dia- 
mond V.  Hartley,  61  N.  Y.  S.  1022,  47  App.  Div.  1. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  procures  a  purchaser  of  land  at 
the  agreed  price,  and  the  owner  sells  to  him;  on  discovering 
that  the  land  does  not  contain  the  supposed  number  of  acres 
the  broker  is  entitled  to  his  commissions  at  the  agreed  rate  on 
the  latter  sum.  Hoefling  v.  Hableton,  84  Tex.  517,  19  S.  W.  689. 
On  the  other  hand,  another  court  holds,  where  the  terms  of  sale 
are  fixed  by  the  vendor,  in  accordance  with  which  the  broker 
undertakes  to  produce  a  purchaser,  and  upon  the  procurement 
of  a  purchaser,  the  vendor  voluntarily  reduces  the  price  of  the 
property,  or  the  quantity,  or  otherwise  changes  the  terms  of 
sale  as  proposed  to  the  broker,  so  that  a  sale  is  made,  or  terms 
or  conditions  are  offered  which  the  proposed  buyer  is  ready 
and  willing  to  accept,  the  broker  will  be  entitled  to  his  commis- 
sions at  the  rate  specified  in  his  agreement  with  the  principaL 
Stewart  v.  Mather,  32  Wis.  344.  Compare  Bowman  v.  Hart- 
m^an,  27  0.  Cir.  Ct.  309. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  to  recover  commissions 
earned,  on  the  ground  that  the  purchaser  refused  to  take  the 
property  on  account  of  false  representations  of  the  length  of 
the  lot,  a  verdict  for  defendant  is  clearly  right,  where  it 
appears  that  the  purchaser  knew  the  exact  length  of  the  lot 
before  he  agreed  to  purchase.  Sloman  v.  Bodwell,  24  Neb.  790, 
40  N.  W.  321.  The  same  is  true  where  the  broker  knew  the 
size  of  the  lot.  Keough  v.  Meyer,  111  N.  Y.  S.  1,  127  App. 
Div.  273. 
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Where  plaintiff  agreed  with  defendant  to  procure  for  him  a 
peraon  who  would  negotiate  for  the  purchase  of  his  property, 
and  he  did  procure  such  a  person,  and  negotiations  were  en- 
tered into  and  carried  on,  but  resulted  in  a  sale  of  a  less  amount 
of  property  than  was  contemplated  in  the  agreement  under 
which  plaintiff  undertook  to  procure  such  purchaser,  he  was 
entitled  to  recover  commissions  on  the  quantity  sold.  Bowman 
V.  Hartman,  27  0.  Cir.  Ct.  309.  Compare  Stewart  v.  Mather, 
32  Wis.  344.  Broker  entitled  to  commiission  where  sale  was 
defeated  by  misrepresentation  made  to  the  purchaser  by  an 
employe  of  the  seller.  Hugill  v.  Weekley,  64  W.  Va.  210,  61 
S.  E.  360,  15  L.  B.  A.,  N.  S.  1262. 

Sec.  452.    Purchaser  acting  for  another. 

The  fact  that  the  purchaser  secured  by  the  real  estate  broker 
was  acting  in  behalf  of  another,  does  not  affect  the  broker's 
right  to  a  commission,  if  the  purchaser  was  able,  ready  and 
willing  to  buy  on  the  terms  authorized  by  the  principal,  and 
no  binding  written  contract  of  sale  is  required.  Oelott  v.  Ridge, 
117  Mo.  553,  23  S.  W.  88?.    See  also  Sec.  487. 

Failure  of  a  broker  to  disclose  to  the  vendors  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  acting  as  the  agent  for  an  undisclosed  principal, 
does  not  affect  the  broker's  right  to  commissions,  the  purchaser 
being  financially  able  to  carry  out  his  contract,  so  that  the 
vendors  are  not  injured.  Lawler  v.  Armstrong  (Wash.  Sup. 
'09),  102  P.  775. 

Sec.  463.    Apportionment. 

Where  the  evidence  shows  that  defendant's  contract  to  pay 
plaintiff  certain  commissions  for  the  sale  of  lands  is  either  a 
joint  contract  with  that  of  other  owners  of  the  land  or  his  indi- 
vidual contract,  the  court  properly  refused  to  charge  that  de- 
fendant is  only  liable  for  his  share  of  the  commission  to  the 
extent  of  his  individual  interest.  Their  liabilities  can  not  be 
apportioned.    Mousseau  v.  La  Roche,  80  Qa.  568,  5  S.  E.  780. 

Sec  4M.    Defeat  of  broker's  right  to  commisiians. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  carries  on  the  negotiations  between 
the  parties  and  finally  brings  them  together,  is  entitled  to  his 
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commissions,  though  the  trade  is  eventually  effected  by  the 
owner  himself  or  by  a  third  person  acting  for  him.  Larson  v. 
Thama  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  1059;  Scott  v.  Patterson,  53 
Ark.  49,  13  S.  W.  419;  Hancock  v.  Stacey  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  116  S.  W.  177;  Howe  v.  Werner,  7  Col.  App.  530,  44  P. 
511;  Oresham  v.  Connelly,  114  Qa.  906,  41  S.  E.  42;  Hutton  v. 
Benner,  74  111.  App.  124 ;  Ellis  v.  Dumworth,  49  111.  App.  187 ; 
Oibson  V.  Hunt  (Iowa  Sup.  '03),  94  N.  W.  277;  Hubbard  v. 
Leiter,  145  Mich.  387,  108  N.  W.  735,  13  D.  L.  N.  477;  Hedden 
V.  Shepherd,  29  N.  J.  L.  334;  Somers  v.  Westcott,  66  N.  J.  V 
551,  49  A.  462 ;  Woolley  v.  Loew,  80  Hun,  294,  30  N.  Y.  S.  86 ; 
Carroll  v.  Pettit,  61  Hun,  418,  22  N.  Y.  S.  250;  ChUton  v. 
Butler,  1  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.)  150;  Esmond  v.  Kingsley,  3  N. 
Y.  S.  696;  Lynch  v.  McKenno,  58  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  42;  Keys 
V.  Johnson,  68  Pa.  St.  42 ;  Sylvester  v.  Johnson,  110  Tenn.  392, 
75  S.  W.  923;  Van  Tobel  v.  Stetson,  etc..  Mill  Co.,  32  WasL 
683,  73  P.  788;  Day  v.  Porter,  161  111.  235,  43  N.  E.  1073; 
Church  V.  Dunham,  14  Idaho,  776,  96  P.  203,  205;  Jennings 
V.  Trumin,  52  Ore.  149,  96  P.  874. 

After  the  principal  and  the  customer  found  by  the  broker 
agree  upon  terms,  the  broker's  right  to  a  commission  can  not  be 
defeated  by  the  principal's  transferring  the  property  indirectly 
by  a  deed  to  a  third  person  who  reconveyed  to  the  broker's 
customer.  Williams  v.  Bishop,  11  Colo.  App.  378,  53  P.  289; 
Barnett  v.  Gluting,  3  Ind.  App.  415,  29  N.  E.  154,  927 ;  Steidl 
V.  McClymonds,  90  Minn.  205,  95  N.  W.  906;  Burke  v.  Cogs- 
well, 39  Minn.  344,  40  N.  W.  251 ;  Oarvin  v.  Abels-Oold  B.  Co,, 
110  N.  Y.  S.  582,  126  App.  Div.  329 ;  Martin  v.  Fegan,  88  N. 
Y.  S.  472,  95  App.  Div.  154 ;  Minister  v.  Benoliel,  66  N.  Y.  S. 
943,  32  ]\Iisc.  630,  reversed  on  other  grounds,  67  N.  Y.  S.  1044, 
33  M.  586 ;  Konner  v.  Anderson,  66  N.  Y,  S.  338,  32  Misc.  511 ; 
Fox  V.  Byrnes,  52  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  150. 

Nor  by  an  agreement  declaring  the  sale  off.  O^NeiU  v. 
Printz,  115  Mo.  App.  215,  91  S.  W.  174.  In  order  to  defeat 
the  broker's  right  to  a  conmiission,  the  principal  must  have 
substantial  ground  for  refusing  to  complete  the  transaction, 
and  have  done  nothing  to  estop  setting  it  up.  Alabama  Loan 
Co.  V.  Deans,  94  Ala.  377,  11  S.  17;  Fiske  v.  Soule,  87  Cal. 
313,  25  P.  430;  Cawker  v.  Apple,  15  Colo.  141,  25  P.  181; 
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Peabody  v.  Dewey,  51  111.  App.  260,  affirmed  153  111.  657,  37 
N.  E.  977,  27  L.  R.  A.  322 ;  Indiana  Ber.  Asp.  Co.  v.  Robinson, 
29  Ind.  App.  59,  63  N.  E.  797 ;  Felts  v.  Butcher,  93  Iowa,  414, 
61  N.  W.  991 ;  Hayden  v.  Orillo,  35  Mo.  App.  647 ;  Bailey  v. 
Chapman,  41  Mo.  536;  Hartford  v.  McOiUicuddy,  103  Md. 
224,  68  A.  860;  Carpenter  v.  Rynders,  52  Mo.  278;  Blaydos 
V.  Adams,  35  Mo.  App.  526 ;  Ooodson  v.  Embleton,  106  Mo. 
App.  77,  80  S.  W.  22 ;  Finke  v.  Menke,  67  N.  Y.  S.  954,  33  Misc. 
769;  Ernst  v.  Loeb,  108  N.  Y.  S.  631;  Kirwan  v.  Barney,  61 
N.  Y.  S.  122,  29  Misc.  614 ;  Friend  v.  Jetter,  43  N.  Y.  S.  287, 
19  Misc.  101;  Delaplane  v.  Turney,  44  Wis.  31;  Oreenwald  v. 
Rosen,  113  N.  Y.  S.  764,  61  Misc.  260. 

The  fact  that  the  principal  does  not  own  the  property  which 
he  employs  the  broker  to  sell  does  not  defeat  the  broker's  right 
to  compensation  on  procuring  a  purchaser.  Smith  v.  Schiele, 
93  Cal.  144,  28  P.  857.  Where,  at  the  date  of  the  contract  of 
employment  the  principal  had  only  an  option  on  the  land,  or 
for  any  other  reason  can  not  avail  himself  of  the  offer  pro- 
cured by  the  broker.  Monk  v.  Parker,  180  Mass.  246,  63  N. 
E.  793.  False  representations  of  the  broker  concerning  the 
property  which  he  was  negotiating  to  sell,  do  not  defeat  his 
right  to  commissions  where  it  appears  that  the  purchaser,  un- 
der the  contract  of  sale,  made  independent  inquiries  as  to  the 
subject  of  the  representations.  Friend  v.  Jette,  41  N.  Y.  S. 
560,  18  IMisc.  368.  Where  a  principal  made  false  representa- 
tions that  defeated  a  sale  made  by  the  broker,  this  did  not 
deprive  the  broker  of  his  commissions.  Olentworth  v.  Luther, 
21  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  145.  Compare  Crockett  v.  Gray  son,  98  Va. 
354,  36  S.  E.  477. 

A  vendor  can  not  escape  liability  to  the  broker  for  commis- 
sions by  himself  completing  a  sale  to  a  purchaser  with  whom 
the  broker  had  been  negotiating,  by  including  in  the  sale  other 
lands  in  addition  to  those  the  broker  was  employed  to  sell. 
Ransom  v.  Weston,  110  Mich.  240,  68  N.  W.  152.  Where  a 
broker  is  employed  to  sell  land,  and  when  his  negotiation  is 
nearly  finished  the  owner  limits  the  time  within  which  a  sale 
must  be  made  and  notice  be  sent  to  him,  and  the  agent  makes 
a  sale  without  delay  and  sends  notice  to  the  principal  within 
tiie  time  limited,  that  being  all  that  was  required  of  the  broker 
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under  the  contract,  the  miscarriage  of  the  notice  does  not  de- 
prive the  agent  of  his  commission.  Gibbons  v.  Sherwin,  28 
Neb.  146,  44  N.  W.  99.  Where  the  authority  conferred  on  the 
broker  to  sell  lands  is  limited  in  time,  the  agent  will  be  en- 
titled to  his  commission  if  within  that  time  he  procures  a  pur- 
chaser with  whom  his  principal  enters  into  a  binding  contract 
of  sale  and  purchase,  although  the  conveyance  of  the  lands 
is  not  made  until  after  the  time  allowed  has  elapsed.  Crowley 
Co.  V.  Meyers,  69  N.  J.  L.  245,  55  A.  305;  Cody  v.  Dempsey, 
83  N.  Y.  S.  899,  86  App.  Div.  335. 

Defendant  placed  his  ranch  in  plaintiffs'  hands  to  sell  on 
commission  within  a  specified  time;  they  found  a  purchaser 
who  paid  to  defendant  part  of  the  purchase  money,  and  ten- 
dered the  balance  in  checks,  which  defendant  refused;  after 
the  time  specified  had  expired,  defendant,  without  returning 
the  partial  payment,  conveyed  the  ranch  to  his  father,  who 
conveyed  it  to  the  purchaser  on  payment  of  the  balance  of 
the  agreed  price,  defendant  saying  at  the  time  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  pay  plaintiffs  any  commissions.  Held,  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  their  commissions,  the  sale  being  made 
to  their  purchaser,  and  defendant  not  having  repudiated  the 
original  contract  of  sale  by  returning  the  money  paid  upon 
it.    Wilson  v.  Sturgis,  71  Cal.  226,  16  P.  772. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  to  recover  commissions 
for  trading  defendant's  house  and  lot,  where  it  appears  that 
part  of  the  consideration  to  be  paid  by  the  purchaser  was  a 
horse,  and  that  defendant  objected  to  the  price  placed  on  it, 
and  agreed  to  take  it  if  a  reduction  was  made,  and  thereafter, 
without  notice,  traded  the  house  and  lot  to  a  third  person, 
a  verdict  for  plaintiff  is  sustained  by  the  evidence.  Tubbs  v. 
Mackintosh,  31  Neb.  238,  47  N.  W.  854;  West  v.  Lynch,  1  City 
Ct.  R.  (N.  Y.)  225.'    See  also  Sec.  434. 

One  who  employs  a  broker  to  negotiate  a  sale  can  not,  in 
an  action  for  commissions,  avail  himself  of  the  objection  that 
the  customer  is  not  able  to  pay  for  the  premises,  if  the  vendor 
has  accepted  the  customer  as  satisfactory  and  has  conveyed  the 
premises  to  him.  Travis  v.  Graham,  48  N.  Y.  S.  736,  23  App. 
Div.  214. 

Where  a  principal  in  an  exchange  of  properties  actually  re- 
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ceives  a  good  title  to  the  property  conveyed  to  him,  he  can 
not  defeat  an  action  by  his  broker  for  commissions  on  the 
ground  that  his  contract  of  sale  was  invalid.  Schlesinger  v. 
Jud,  70  N.  Y.  8.  616,  61  App.  Div.  453. 

Where  the  owner  enters  into  a  contract  authorizing  a  real 
estate  agent  to  sell  his  land  on  commission,  within  a  certain 
time,  he  can  not  revoke  the  authority  and  escape  liability  to 
the  agent,  if  he  secures  a  purchaser  before  the  time  limited, 
as  the  result  of  efforts  commenced  before  such  revocation. 
Blumenthal  v.  Ooodall,  89  Cal.  251,  26  P.  906 ;  Glover  v.  Hen- 
derson, 170  Mo.  367,  25  S.  W.  175;  Stamets  v.  Dennison,  193 
Pa.  St.  548,  44  A.  575 ;  Harrison  v.  Angerson,  115  111.  App.  226. 
(There  are  authorities  holding  that  the  owner  has  power  to 
rescind,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  broker  to  bring  an  action 
for  breach  of  the  contract.) 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  bring  about  a  sale  of  real  es- 
tate, brought  to  the  owner  a  responsible  purchaser  willing  to 
take  the  premises  on  the  terms  outlined  by  the  owner,  the 
broker  was  entitled  to  his  commissions,  although  the  sale  fell 
through  because  the  owner  could  not  give  immediate  posses- 
sion as  he  had  agreed  to  do.  Putter  v.  Berger,  88  N.  Y.  S. 
462,  95  App.  Div.  62. 

Where  a  broker  has  lands  placed  in  his  hands  for  sale  at  a 
certain  price,  and  the  proposed  purchaser  does  not  want  the 
entire  tract,  and  the  broker  induces  an  employe  to  purchase 
what  remained,  and  the  principal,  to  escape  paying  commis- 
sions, conveys  the  whole  tract  to  the  employe,  who  conveys 
to  the  purchaser  the  portion  he  desires,  the  latter  assuming  a 
proportionate  amount  of  the  purchase  money  notes,  the  broker  is 
entitled  to  his  commissions.  Bogart  v.  McWilliams  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '95),  31  S.  W.  434;  Diamond  v.  Wheeler,  80  N.  Y.  S.  416, 
80  App.  Div.  58. 

The  principal  can  not  defeat  the  broker's  right  to  compen- 
sation by  arbitrary  or  wanton  refusal  to  consummate  the  sale. 
Merriman  v.  Wickersham,  141  Cal.  567,  75  P.  180;  Phelps  v. 
Prusch,  83  Cal.  626,  23  P.  1111;  Nielson  v.  Lee,  60  Cal.  555; 
Phelan  v.  Gardner,  43  Cal.  306;  MUlett  v.  Barth,  18  Colo.  112, 
31  P.  769 ;  Spalding  v.  Saltiel,  18  Colo.  86,  31  P.  486 ;  Finnerty 
V.  Fritz,  5  Colo.  174 ;  Wolver  v.  Shandy,  66  111.  App.  42 ;  Hecht 


296  AMERICAN  LAW  REAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

V.  Hall,  62  m.  App.  100 ;  McGuire  v.  Carlson,  61  HI.  App.  295 ; 
Flood  V.  Leonard,  44  111.  App.  113;  Heaton  v:  Clarke,  122 
Iowa,  716,  98  N.  W.  59Y ;  Lewis  v.  Simpson,  122  Iowa,  663,  98 
N.  W.  508;  Collins  v.  Padden,  120  Iowa,  381,  94  N.  W.  905 
Bird  V.  Phillips,  115  Iowa,  703,  87  N.  W.  414;  Houston  v.  Bo- 
agni,  McQloin  (La.),  164;  Schwartz  v.  Yearly,  31  Md.  270 
Owinnup  v.  Sibert,  106  Mo.  App.  709,  80  S.  W.  589 ;  Reeves 
V.  Vette,  62  Mo.  App.  440;  Oaty  v.  Foster,  18  Mo.  App.  639 
Jones  V.  Stevens,  36  Neb.  849,  55  N.  W.  251 ;  Mooney  v.  Elder 
56  N.  Y.  238;  Barnard  v.  Monnott,  1  Abb.  Dec.  (N.  Y.)  108 
3  Keyes,  203,  33  How.  Pr.  440;  Snydam  v.  Healy,  87  N.  Y.  S 
669,  93  App.  Div.  396;  Smith  v.  Smith,  1  Sweeney  (N.  Y.) 
552;  Hayne  v.  O'Connor,  1  Sweeney  (N.  Y.),  472,  41  How 
Pr.  287;  Simpson  v.  Smith,  36  Misc.  815,  74  N.  Y.  S.  849 
York  V.  Nash,  42  Ore.  321,  71  P.  59 ;  Fisk  v.  Henare,  13  Ore. 
156,  9  P.  322;  Haskins  v.  Lewis,  30  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  603;  Hunt- 
emer  v.  Arent,  16  S.  D.  465,  93  N.  W.  653 ;  McLane  v.  Goode 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  68  S.  W.  707;  Magill  v.  Stoddard,  70 
Wis.  75,  35  N.  W.  346;  Koch  v.  Emmerling,  63  U.  S.  (22  How.) 
69 ;  Greenwood  v.  Burton,  27  Neb.  808,  44  N.  W.  28 ;  Bond  v. 
Webster,  128  Wis.  118,  107  N.  W.  23;  Witherell  v.  Murphy, 
147  Mass.  417,  18  N.  E.  215. 

After  notice  that  the  broker  has  a  customer,  the  principal 
can  not  sell  to  another,  and  thus  escape  the  payment  of  the 
commission.  Phelan  v.  Gardner,  43  Cal.  306;  Showaker  v. 
Kelly,  21  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  390;  Sullivan  v.  'Hampton  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '95),  32  S.  W.  235;  Frinck  v.  Gilbert  (Wash.  Sup.  '09), 
101  P.  1088.  But  see  where  principal  refused  offer  and  sold 
to  same  party  for  twice  as  much,  and  broker  was  held  not 
entitled  to  commissions.  Gardner  v.  Pierce,  116  N.  Y.  S.  155. 
See  Sec.  15. 

The  refusal  of  the  wife  to  join  in  a  deed  of  conveyance  is 
insufficient  to  exeuse  the  husband  and  principal  for  failing  to 
carry  out  the  sale  so  as  to  defeat  the  broker's  right  to  a  com- 
mission for  finding  a  purchaser.  Hamlin  v.  Schulte,  34  Minn. 
534,  27  N.  W.  301.  Goldberg  v.  Gelles,  68  N.  Y.  S.  400,  33 
Misc.  797;  Clapp  v.  Hughes,  1  Phila.  (Pa.)  382.  The  same 
rule  was  applied  where  the  sale  failed  because  the  husband 
and  wife  could  not  agree  as  to  a  division  of  the  purchase 
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money.    Purdy  v.  WUson,  130  Mo.  App.  150,  108  S.  W.  1124. 

Where  a  broker  found  a  purchaser  his  agency  closed,  and 
his  afterwards  taking  a  retainer  from  the  purchaser  to  see  that 
the  papers  were  properly  executed  presented  no  ground  for 
defeating  a  recovery  of  his  commissions.  Short  v.  Millard,  68 
111.  292.    See  also  Sec.  559. 

While  an  agency  for  the  sale  of  a  certain  lot  was  terminated 
by  a  sale  of  the  property  to  one  with  whom  the  agent  had 
commenced  negotiations,  this  did  not  defeat  the  agent's  right 
to  his  commissions.  Sylvester  v.  Johnson,  110  Tenn.  392,  75 
S.  W.  923. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  compensa- 
tion for  procuring  a  purchaser,  it  appeared  that  a  memoran- 
dum as  to  the  purchase  had  been  made  between  the  principal 
and  the  purchaser,  calling  for  the  execution  of  a  completed 
contract  at  a%specified  time  and  place,  evidence  was  admissible 
as  to  what  occurred  at  such  time  and  place,  showing  that  the 
non-execution  of  the  contract  was  due  to  the  principal.  Seid- 
man  v.  Banner,  99  N.  Y.  S.  862,  51  Misc.  10. 

A  broker's  right  to  compensation  is  not  affected  by  fraudu- 
lent representations  made  to  the  principal  by  third  persons. 
Heaton  v.  Clarke,  122  Iowa,  716,  98  N.  W.  597.  Unless  they 
are  in  privity  with  the  broker.  Thwing  v.  Clifford,  136  Mass. 
482. 

Where  defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  certain  standing 
timber,  and  dealt  as  though  he  was  the  owner,  he  could  not 
defeat  the  plaintiff's  right  to  commissions  on  a  sale  subse- 
quently made  to  a  purchaser  found  by  plaintiff,  by  showing 
that  at  the  time  plaintiff  was  employed  defendant  did  not  own 
the  land,  but'  procured  full  title  thereto  before  he  sold  it  to 
such  purchaser.  McDonald  v.  Cabiness,  100  Tex.  615,  98  S. 
W.  943,  affirmed  102  S.  W.  721. 

Subsequent  dissatisfaction  of  the  principal  with  the  terms 
of  payment  to  which  she  had  agreed  and  on  which  the  broker 
was  authorized  to  sell  the  property,  or  with  the  terms  agreed 
on  with  the  purchaser  found  by  the  broker,  if  within  his  au- 
thority, does  not  justify  the  principal  in  refusing  to  complete 
the  transaction.  Fenn  v.  Ware,  100  Ga.  563,  28  S.  E.  238; 
MUler  V.  Barth,  71  N.  Y.  S.  989,  35  Misc.  372. 
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That  the  principal  is  ignorant  of  the  efforts  of  his  broker 
in  procuring  a  customer,  does  not  affect  the  broker's  right  to 
commissions.  Colonial  Trust  Co.  v.  Pacific  Packing  dk  Nav, 
Co,,  158  Fed.  277,  85  C.  C.  A.  539. 

The  failure  of  a  prospective  purchaser  of  coal  lands  to  rely 
upon  the  owner's  representation  and  the  broker  employed  to 
find  a  purchaser  that  a  railway  had  consented  or  agreed  to 
construct  a  branch  railroad  into  such  lands,  does  not  defeat 
the  broker's  right  to  his  agreed  commissions,  where,  relying 
upon  such  representations  he  found  a  purchaser,  and  the  sale 
fails  because  of  their  inaccuracy.  Doison  v.  MUliken,  209  U. 
S.  237,  52  L.  Ed.  768.    See  also  Sec.  165. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  sales  made  by 
the  principal,  uninfluenced  by  the  broker.  Humphries  cfc  J. 
V.  Smith,  5  Ga.  App.  340,  63  S.  B.  248. 

Where  a  broker  has  procured  a  purchaser  for  land,  and 
while  his  agency  is  unrevoked,  and  he  is  still  negotiating  with 
a  purchaser  at  the  owner's  stipulated  price,  the  owner  sells 
through  another  broker,  the  original  broker,  is,  nevertheless, 
entitled  to  his  commissions.  Hovey  v.  Aaron,  113  S.  W.  718, 
133  Mo.  App.  573. 

Where  brokers  procured  a  purchaser  for  premises  listed 
with  them  for  sale,  who  was  ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy 
the  premises  at  the  terms  named  by  the  owners,  and  the  pur- 
chaser and  owners  came  to  an  agreement,  the  brokers  were  en- 
titled to  a  commission  though  the  premises  were  not  sold  be- 
cause the  owners,  before  the  contract  w^as  signed,  raised  the 
price,  which  the  purchaser  would  not  pay.  Sotsky  v.  Oinsberg, 
114  N.  Y.  S.  114, 120  App.  Div.  441.    See  also  Sec.  55. 

A  party  can  not  defeat  his  obligation  to  pay  real  estate  com- 
missions by  voluntarily  cancelling  the  contract  of  purchase 
and  sale  obtained  by  the  real  estate  agent.  Myers  v.  Buell, 
142  111.  App.  467. 

Where  defendants,  real  estate  brokers,  agreed  to  procure  a 
purchaser  for  plaintiff's  property,  and  in  fact  procured  a  per- 
son who  executed  a  contract,  valid  on  its  face,  with  plaintiff 
for  an  exchange  of  property,  defendants  were  entitled  to  their 
commissions,  irrespective  of  whether  the  plaintiffs  misrepre- 
sented their  property  to  the  purchaser  so  as  to  justify  him 
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in  refusing  to  carry  out  the  exchange.     Lewis  v.  Mansfield 
Grain  &  Elevator  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  121  S.  W.  585. 

The  fact  that  the  one  who  was  employed  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser of  real  estate  violated  his  contract  of  employment  with 
a  third  person  engaged  in  the  banking  and  real  estate  business 
did  not  defeat  his  right  to  recover  his  commissions  from  the 
owner  on  procuring  a  purchaser.  Pomerici  v.  Bosenbloom,  120 
N.  Y.  S.  756. 


CHAPTER  V. 


SECTION. 

455.  Deals. 

456.  Excess  in  price  as  compensa- 

tion. 

457.  Failure  of  broker  to  sell. 

458.  Failure  to  consummate  con- 

tract of  sale. 


SECTION. 

459.  Failure  of  sale  by  defect  in 

title. 

460.  Failure  of  purchaser  to  car- 

ry out  contract. 

461.  Failure  of  consideration. 

462.  Forfeitures. 


Sec.  466.    Deals. 

Where  an  owner  of  real  estate  fisks  a  real  estate  broker  "to 
get  a  deal,"  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  real  estate  broker  to 
assent  in  words;  if  he  procures  a  purchaser  he  makes  a  con- 
tract by  performance  and  is  entitled  to  commissions.  Lamb 
V.  Prettyman,  33  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  190. 

Evidence  was  held  to  show  that  a  contract  by  which  plain- 
tiff was  employed  to  procure  contemplated  exchanges  of  real 
estate  was  a  severable  contract,  and  that  the  carrjdng  out  of 
one  of  the  deals  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  a  commission,  without 
regard  to  the  other  prospective  deals.  Ooodspeed  v.  Miller, 
98  Minn.  457,  108  N.'  W.  8J7.  See  also  Sec.  496.  Mechem  on 
Ag.  Sec.  634. 

Sec.  466.    Excess  in  price  as  compensation. 

A  real  estate  agent  employed  to  sell  land  for  a  certain  net 
price  is  not  entitled,  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  therefor,  to 
any  excess  over  such  price  that  he  may  obtain  for  the  land, 
there  being  no  contract  to  that  effect.  Snow  v.  McFarianCj 
51  III.  App.  448;  Turnlexj  v.  Michael  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '91),  15 
S.  W.  912 ;  Kellogg  v.  Keeler,  27  111.  App.  244.  Compare 
Downing  Inv,  Co.  v.  Meyer  (Okla.  Sup.  W),  91  P.  846. 

In  an  action  for  the  violation  of  duties  due  to  plaintiff  as 
broker,  it  appeared  that  defendant  informed  plaintiff  that  he 
had  certain  lots  for  sale  at  $17,500;  the  lots  had  been  placed 
in  defendant's  hands  by  E.,  another  broker,  with  whom  they 
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had  been  placed  by  the  owner,  and  the  price  asked  by  defend- 
ant was  that  fixed  by  the  owner;  plaintiff  refused  to  buy  at 
that  price  and  offered  $13;000;  defendant  reported  the  bid  to 
E.,  who  was  informed  by  the  owner  that  he  could  have  the 
lots  at  $12,000,  without  commissions;  E.  then  instructed  de- 
fendant to  offer  the  lots  to  plaintiff  at  $14,000,  which  offer 
plaintiff  accepted,  and  defendant  then  procured  a  contract, 
and  reported  that  he  had  bought  the  property  for  plaintiff. 
Held,  that  the  evidence  did  not  show  that  defendant  was  em- 
ployed by  plaintiff  so  as  to  make  him  liable  for  the  difference 
between  the  price  at  which  the  owner  was  willing  to  sell  and 
the  price  asked.  Lazarus  v.  Sands,  27  N.  Y.  S.  885,  33  N.  Y. 
S.  855,  7  Misc.  282,  12  Misc.  575.    See  also  Sec.  25. 

Under  a  contract  empowering  a  real  estate  broker  to  sell 
property  for  a  certain  sum,  and  providing  that  he  should  have 
as  commissions  all  that  he  could  get  for  the  property  above 
the  price  named,  he  was  entitled  to  commissions  only  in  the 
event  of  procuring  a  consummation  of  the  sale,  and  not  on 
procuring  the  execution  of  a  contract  of  sale  which  was  never 
performed.     Munroe  v.  Taylor,  191  Mass.  483,  78  N.  E.  106. 

The  owner  of  land  agreed  to  pay  a  broker  five  per  cent, 
commission  if  he  found  a  purchaser  who  would  pay  him  $3,000; 
thereafter  the  owner  went  away,  but  before  leaving  told  the  ' 
broker  to  consult  C,  and  deal  with  him  in  the  owner's  place; 
subsequently  C.  authorized  a  sale  for  $3,000  net  to  the  owner, 
agreeing  that  the  broker  might  have  anything  above  that;  the 
owner  was  informed  of  a  sale  made  for  $3,500,  the  contract 
calling  for  a  good  title,  but  refused  to  execute  a  proper  deed. 
Held,  that  the  broker  was  entitled  to  recover  $500.  Foster  v. 
Taylor,  44  Wash.  313,  27  Pac.  358. 

Where  a  broker  agreed  with  the  owner  of  land  to  sell  it, 
and  that  all  above  a  certain  price  should  be  divided  between 
them,  and  advised  her  to  sell  below  the  price  named  after  a 
certain  time,  on  the  ground  that  the  lands  were  not  worth 
more,  and  effected  a  sale  after  the  death  of  the  owner  for  her 
executor  at  a  price  which  left  nothing,  under  the  agreement 
with  the  decedent,  to  be  divided,  a  claim  against  the  executor 
for  commissions  could  not  be  allowed.  In  re  French's  Est., 
101  N.  Y.  S.  734,  51  Misc.  457. 
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Where  an  owner  promised  and  agreed  to  pay  a  broker  as 
a  commission  for  procuring  a  tenant,  ''all  you  get  above  $2,000 
per  year,"  and  the  broker  rents  the  premises  for  five  years  at- 
an  annual  rental  of  $2,200,  he  was  entitled  to  the  excess  over 
$2,000  each  year  during  the  life  of  the  lease,  and  not  merely 
for  one  year.  Goldstein  v.  D*Arcy,  201  Mass.  312,  87  N.  E. 
584.    See  ako  Sec.  212.    Compare  Sec.  207. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate, 
to  receive  as  commissions  any  sum  in  excess  of  $45  per  acre, 
can  not  recover  commissions,  where  the  owner  sold  the  land 
at  $45  per  acre,  in  the  absence  of  a  showing  that  the  sale  was 
made  in  fraud  of  the  broker's  rights,  though  he  claimed  that 
he  could  have  sold  for  $50  per  acre.  Cook  v.  Whiting  (Iowa 
Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W.  835. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  willing  to  pay 
$16,000  net,  for  a  commission  of  whatever  was  obtained  in 
excess  of  that  sum,  who  procured  a  purchaser  willing  to-  pay 
$16,500,  on  the  condition  that  the  owner  pay  to  a  third  per- 
son as  purchaser's  agent,  for  his  compensation  in  the  transac- 
tion, two  and  one-half  per  cent,  thereof,  did  not  comply  with 
the  contract  of  employment  and  could  not  recover  commissions. 
Slayback  v.  Wetzel  (Mo.  App.  '09),  123  S.  W.  982. 


6ec.  457.    Failure  of  broker  to  sell. 

Where  a  broker  brought  a  prospective  purchaser  before  the 
owner  of  land,  and  the  prospective  purchaser,  upon  being  told 
the  price,  left  without  taking  any  action,  the  broker  was  not 
entitled  to  a  commission,  since  he  had  not  furnished  a  pur- 
chaser ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  on  the  seller's  •terms. 
Innes  v.  Boga^i,  41  Colo.  9,.  91  P.  1108. 

Sec.  468.    Failure  to  consummate  contract  of  Bale. 

To  entitle  a  real  estate  broker  to  his  commission  he  must 
produce  a  person  who  actually  purchases  the  property  by 
complying  with  the  terms  agreed  upon,  unless  his  failure  to 
do  so  is  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  vendor.  Richards  v.  Jtick- 
son,  31  Md.  250;  Fox  v.  Began,  240  111.  391,  88  N.  E.  974; 
Briggs  v.  Rowe,  1  Abb.  Dec.  (N.  Y.)  189,  4  Keyes,  424;  Bur- 
nett V.  Eddling,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775:  Parker 
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V.  Nat.  Bdg.,  etc.,  Assn.,  55  W.  Va.  134,  46  S.  E.  811 ;  Hugill 
V.  Weekly,  64  W.  Va.  210,  61  S.  B.  360,  15  L.  R.  A.  N.  S.  1262 ; 
Hamberger  v.  Thomas  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  118  S.  W.  770; 
Dotson  V.  Millikin,  209  U.  S.  237. 

Where  the  owner  of  land  authorized  real  estate  agents  to 
sell  land  purchased  by  him,  and  informed  them  that  he  had 
no  deed  for  the  same,  but  held  it  under  a  contract,  and  the 
agents  made  a  contract  for  a  sale  of  the  land,  but  the  pur- 
chaser refused  to  complete,  because  the  vendor  had  only  a  con- 
tract of  purchase,  there  being  no  other  defect  in  the  title,  it 
was  held  that  the  agents  were  not  entitled  to  recover  the  agreed 
commissions  on  the  sale,  as  it  proved  abortive  without  any 
fault  on  the  part  of  their  principal.  Hoyt  v.  Shipherd,  70  111. 
309. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  a  whole  tract  of  land, 
or  a  part  thereof,  and  after  negotiations  the  broker  failed  to 
make  a  sale,  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  discharge  him,  but 
he  continued  his  negotiations,  subsequently  the  owner  sold  a 
portion  of  the  tract  to  a  person  with  whom'  the  broker  had 
prior  negotiations ;  the  owner  was  held  liable  to  pay  the  broker 
a  proportionate  commission.  Diamond  v.  Wheeler,  80  N.  Y. 
S.  416,  80  App.  Div.  58;  Bogart  v.  McWilliams  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '95),  31  S.  W.  434. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  loan  on  real  estate  is  not 
entitled  to  compensation  merely  because  a  lender  was  found 
who  agreed  to  make  the  loan,  subject  to  the  conditions,  *' title, 
etc.,  being  found  ultimately  satisf actoi-y , "  but  who  declined 
to  make  the  loan  after  an  examination  of  defendant's  title  to 
the  real  estate.  Chambers  v.  Ackley,  91  N.  Y.  S.  78;  OatUng 
V.  Central  Spar  Verein,  73  N.  Y.  S.  496,  67  App.  D.  50. 

An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 
described  real  estate  for  a  specified  sum  at  a  specified  com- 
mission; the  broker  procured  a  third  person  to  make  an  offer, 
which  the  owner  accepted,  and  the  two  entered  into  a  contract 
for  an  exchange  of  properties;  the  broker  testified  that  the 
owner  stated  that  if  he  could  get  a  third  person  to  agree  to 
give  a  specified  number  of  lots  and  a  mortgage  back  of  a 
specified  sum  the  owner  would  pay  a  specified  sum  for  com- 
missions: the  agreement  for  an  exchange  was  not  carried  out 
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because  of  a  defect  in  the  title  of  the  third  person,  which 
the  broker  attempted  to  cure.  Held,  that  the  broker  was 
not  entitled  to  commissions,  none  being  earned  unless  a  trans- 
fer was  made.  Keating  v.  Healey,  147  Mich.  279,  110  N.  W.  943, 
13  D.  L.  N.  1035. 

An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  his 
land;  the  broker  procured  a  purchaser  who  contracted  with 
the  owner  for  the  purchase;  the  purchaser  was  unable  to  pay 
the  cash  necessary  to  consummate  the  sale,  and  he  depended 
on  a  third  person  with  whom  he  had  contracted  to  buy  the 
property,  and  who  was  to  furnish  the  cash  to  make  the  first 
payment;  the  sale  was  not  made,  and  the  owner  cancelled  the 
contract.  Held,  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  broker,  in 
order  to  recover  his  commissions,  to  prove  that  the  purchaser 
was  able,  independently  of  the  third  person,  to  make  the  cash 
payment,  and  if  the  purchaser  could  have  procured  the  money 
from  the  third  person,  and  if  the  failure  to  complete  the  sale 
resulted  from  the  fault  of  the  owner,  the  commission  was 
earned.  Clark  v.  Wilson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  450,  91  S.  W.  627. 
Compare  Fox  v.  Demargo  Land  Co.,  37  Colo.  203,  86  P.  344; 
Harmon  v.  Enright,  107  Mo.  App.  560,  81  S.  W.  1180;  Butler 
V.  Baker,  17  R.  I.  582,  23  A.  1019. 

A  real  estate  agent  executed,  in  duplicate,  a  contract  of  sale 
in  excess  of  his  authority  and  delivered  one  copy  to  the  pur- 
chaser, and  sent  one  to  the  principal  with  a  request  that  the 
latter  have  his  wife  sign  it;  the  purchaser  had  no  knowledge 
that  there  was  another  copy  of  the  contract,  sending  at  differ- 
ent times  to  the  agent  various  propositions  for  a  modification 
of  the  contract;  the  principal  knew  that  the  purchaser  and 
the  agent  were  in  communication,  and  the  former  was  charge- 
able with  knowledge  that  the  terms  of  the  contract  exceeded 
the  agent's  authority.  Held,  that  the  principal's  failure  to 
communicate  with  the  purchaser  was  not  a  ratification.  Strong 
V.  Ross,  33  Ind.  App.  586,  71  N.  E.  918.    See  also  Sec,  618. 

Sec.  469.    Failure  of  sale  by  defect  in  title. 

A  contract  of  employment  may  be  so  drawn  as  to  deprive 
the  broker  of  the  right  to  a  commission,  if  the  transaction 
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should  fall  through  because  of  a  defect  in  the  principal's  title. 
Louisville,  etc.,  R.  Co,  v.  Shcpard,  126  Ala.  416,  28  S.  202. 

Sec.  460.    Failure  of  purchaser  to  cany  out  the  contract. 

If  the  principal  and  the  customer  found  by  the  broker  en- 
ter into  a  valid  contract,  and  the  purchaser  fails  to  make  the 
deferred  payments  and  surrenders  possession  to  the  vendor, 
the  broker  is  not  deprived  of  his  right  to  a  commission  for 
making  the  sale.  Shainwald  v.  Cady,  92  Cal.  83,  28  P.  101; 
Halleck  v.  Hinckley,  19  Colo.  38,  34  P.  479 ;  Lester  v.  Norton, 
43  Conn.  219;  Moss  v.  Wren  (Tex.  Sup.  '08),  118  S.  W.  149; 
Friestedt  v.  Dietrich,  84  111.  App.  604;  Jenkins  v.  Hollings- 
worth,  83  111.  App.  139;  Oreene  v.  Hollingshead,  40  111.  App. 
195;  McConaughy  v.  Mahannah,  28  111.  App.  169;  Love  v. 
Miller,  53  Ind.  294;  Micks  v.  Stevenson,  22  Ind.  App.  475,  51 
N.  E.  492;  Pearson  v.  Mason,  120  IMass.  53;  Love  v.  Owens, 
31  Mo.  App.  501;  Lanney  v.  Healey,  56  Neb.  313,  76  N.  W. 
558 ;  Seabury  v.  Fidelity,  etc,  Ins.  Co,,  205  Pa.  St.  234,  54  A. 
898 ;  Hippie  v.  Laird,  189  Pa.  St.  472,  42  A.  46 ;  Bach  v.  Erne- 
rich,  35  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  548;  Heinrich  v.  Kern,  4  Daly  (N. 
Y.),  74;  Thain  v.  Philbreck,  74  N.  Y.  S.  856,  36  Misc.  829; 
Rosenberg  v.  Smith,  55  N.  Y.  S.  528,  25  Misc.  774.  See  also 
Sec.  449. 

Sec.  461.    Failure  of  consideration. 

Partial  failure  of  consideration  is  no  defense  to  an  action 
on  a  note  executed  and  delivered  by  the  vendee  to  the  broker 
for  a  commission  for  making  a  sale  or  exchange  of  real  estate. 
Wade  V.  Bishop,  5  Ohio  Superior  &  C.  PL  Dec.  625. 

Defendant  executed  two  notes  for  $385  each  in  payment  of 
a  commission  for  selling  land,  and  payable  only  in  the  event 
that  the  vendee  of  the  land  remained  on  it  for  one  year  and 
made  improvements  equal  in  value  to  the  notes;  the  vendees 
plowed  one  hundred  acres,  which  increased  its  value  $2.50  per 
acre,  erected  buildings,  constructed  drainage  worth  $75,  and 
a  levee  worth  $64,  but  with  the  consent  of  defendant,  to  whom 
they  executed  a  reconveyance,  abandoned  the  premises  before 
the  expiration  of  a  year.  Held,  that  a  finding  that  there  was 
no  failure  of  consideration  for  the  note  was  proper.     Easton 
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Packing  Co,  v.  Kennedy,  131  CaL  23,  63  P.  130;  Webster  v. 
Holmes,  174  Mass.  410,  54  N.  E.  872. 

Sec.  462.    Forfeitures. 

The  plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  having  in  his  hands  cer- 
tain property  of  the  defendant  for  sale  or  exchange,  arranged 
for  an  exchange  with  C,  and  a  contract  was  executed  by  C. 
and  the  defendant,  by  which  each  was  to  take  immediate  pos- 
session of  the  other's  property,  and  on  or  before  a  day  fixed 
was  to  convey  his  property  to  the  other  by  warranty  deed; 
and  if  either  should  fail  to  perform,  he  was  to  pay  the  other 
$500  as  liquidated  damages;  C.  failed  to  perform,  without 
fault  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  his  commissions;  the  defendant  having  agreed 
to  accept  $500  in  lieu  of  performance,  would  not  be  allowed 
to  deny  as  against  the  plaintiff  that  that  payment  was  equiva- 
lent to  performance.  Leete  v.  Norton,  43  Conn.  219;  criti- 
cized, Rieger  v.  Bigger,  29  Mo.  App.  421;  Parker  v.  Estabrook, 
68  N.  H.  349,  44  A.  484.  Contra,  Kimberly  v.  Henderson,  29 
Md.  512. 

H.,  a  real  estate  broker,  having  heard  that  K.  desired  to  sell 
certain  property,  went  to  his  office  and  informed  him  that  in 
case  he  succeeded  in  negotiating  a  sale  he  should  expect  the 
usual  commissions;  afterward  H.  brought  K.  and  J.  together 
and  certain  papers  were  executed  whereby  they  contracted  for 
a  sale  of  the  property,  with  a  stipulation  that  if  either  party 
should  fail  to  comply  with  the  contract,  a  forfeiture  of  $1,000 
should  be  paid  by  the  party  in  default;  J.  failed  to  comply 
with  the  contract  and  gave  his  note  for  the  forfeit  money. 
Held,  that  H.  was  not  entitled  to  a  commission.  Kimberly  v. 
Henderson,  29  Md.  512.  Contra,  Leete  v.  Horton,  43  Conn. 
219 ;  Parker  v.  Estabrook,  68  N.  II.  349,  44  A.  484. 

A  broker  is  not  injured  by  the  cancellation,  vnthout  his  con- 
sent, of  a  contract  of  purchase,  and  derived  from  it  no  cause 
of  action  against  the  vendor,  where  the  broker  had  agreed  with 
the  vendor  that  he  (the  broker)  should  not  be  entitled  to  a 
commission  until  the  purchaser  fully  completed  the  transac- 
tion; the  agreed  payment  was  made  and  a  contract  of  sale 
executed,  but  the  purchaser  defaulted  in  making  the  first  de- 


COMMISSION   AND  COMPENSATION  OP  AGENTS.  307 

ferred  payment,  as  a  result  of  which  the  vendor  became  en- 
dtled,  under  the  contract  of  purchase,  to  declare  a  forfeiture. 
Seymour  v.  St.  Luke's  Hospital,  50  N.  Y.  S.  989,  28  A.  D. 
119. 

Where  a  purchaser  agrees  absolutely  to  buy  the  property,  the 
broker  can  not  be  deprived  of  the  commission  because  the  price 
is  payable  in  installments  where  the  vendor  has  the  right  to 
declare  a  forfeiture  on  default  of  payment  of  any  installment, 
exercises  the  same  and  retains  the  payments  made.  Stewart 
V.  Fowler,  53  Kan.  537,  36  P.  1002;  Willes  v.  Smith,  77  Wis. 
81,  45  N.  W.  666 ;  Betz  v.  Williams,  etc.,  Land  Co.,  46  Kan.  45, 
26  P.  456.  • 

A  broker  may,  by  agreement,  forfeit  his  right  to  a  commis- 
sion in  case  a  purchaser  defaults  in  carrying  out  his  contract. 
Seymour  v.  St.  Luke's  Hospital,  50  N.  Y.  S.  989,  28  App.  Div. 
119.  Where  a  customer  obtained  by  a  broker  refuses  to  carry 
out  the  contract  of  sale  entered  into  with  the  vendor,  the  broker 
does  not  forfeit  his  right  to  a  commission  by  the  fact  that,  on 
such  refusal,  he  procures  another  customer  and  states  to  his 
principal  that  he  expects  no  commission  on  the  previous  sale. 
Beach  v.  Emerich,  35  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  548. 

Where  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  land  accorded  to  the 
purchaser  the  right  to  '*back  out,"  on  paying  a  forfeiture, 
the  vendor  can  not  recover  damages  from  the  agents  on  ac- 
count of  their  having,  by  false  representations,  induced  the 
purchasers  to  forfeit  the  contract.  Hetzler  v.  Morrell,  82  Iowa, 
562,  48  N.  W.  938. 

If  an  agent  or  broker  employed  to  transact  a  particular 
business  is  guilty  of  bad  faith  to  his  principal,  he  thereby 
forfeits  his  right  to  commissions.  Bunn  v.  Kerch,  214  111. 
259,  73  N.  E.  419.  The  right  of  one  employing  a  broker  to 
procure  a  purchaser  for  his  land  to  recover  from  the  broker 
the  forfeit  money  paid  by  the  intending  purchaser  failing  to 
complete  the  purchase  is  not  affected  by  a  custom  that  forfeit 
money  belongs  to  the  broker,  the  owner  not  contracting  with 
reference  thereto.  M.  L.  Chambers  &  Co,  v.  Herring  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '05),  88  S.  W.  371. 

An  agent  employed  by  A.  and  B.  to  purchase  land,  made  a 
purchase  and  took  a  conveyance  to  himself,  and  afterwards 
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obtained  from  A.  his  interest  in  the  land.  Held,  that  B.  did 
not,  by  neglecting  to  pay  his  share  of  the  purchase  money  at 
the  stipulated  time,  forfeit  his  right  to  a  conveyance  from  the 
agent.  Hutchinson  v.  Hutchinson,  4  Desau.  (S.  C.)  77.  Com- 
pare First  Bank  v.  Bissell,  2  McCrary  (U.  S.),  73.  Compare  Sec. 
368. 
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Sec.  463.    Financial  conditions. 

The  fact  that  the  principal  cures  the  defect  in  his  title, 
does  not  deprive  the  broker  of  his  right  to  a  commission,  where 
the  principal  gave  no  notice  that  the  defect  was  cured  until  six 
months  after  the  customer  was  procured,  at  which  time  the 
customer  refused  to  make  the  loan  because  of  changed  finan- 
cial conditions.  Clark  v.  Henry  0,  Thompson,  etc.,  Co.,  75 
Conn.  161,  52  A.  720. 
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Sec.  464.    Financial  responsibility  of  purchaser. 

Where  the  proposed  purchaser  was,  at  the  time  of  the  sign- 
ing of  the  contract  of  sale,  ready  to  make  the  payment  then 
due,  the  broker  is  not  required  to  show  that  the  purchaser 
had  sufficient  funds  on  hand  at  that  time  to  make  the  final 
payment.  Levy  v.  Knff,  23  N.  Y.  S.  1002,  2  Misc.  180 ;  McDer- 
mott  V.  Mahoney  (Iowa  Sup.)  106  N.  W.  925,  affirmed  on 
rehearing,  115  N.  W.  32. 

The  fact  that  a  purchaser  is  insolvent  does  not  defeat  the 
broker's  right  to  a  commission,  where  a  cash  payment  is  not 
required,  and  the  contract  of  sale  contemplates  that  the  ven- 
dor is  to  be  secured  by  a  bond  and  deed  of  trust,  which  the 
purchaser  is  prepared  to  deliver.  Ross  v.  Fickling,  11  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  442. 

Where  the  proposed  purchaser  admits  that  he  had  not  the 
ability  to  pay  the  price  fixed,  his  testimony  that  he  was  acting 
in  behalf  of  a  syndicate,  and  that  he  would  have  been  pre- 
pared when  the  time  for  payment  came,  to  find  the  money 
required,  does  not  show  his  ability  to  buy.  Harmon  v.  En- 
right,  107  Mo.  App.  560,  81  S.  W.  1180;  Butler  v.  Baker,  17 
R.  I.  582,  23  A.  1019;  Fox  v.  Demargo  Land  Co.,  37  Colo. 
203,  86  P.  344.  Compare  Clark  v.  Wilson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
450,  91  S.  W.  627. 

Where  a  broker,  under  a  general  contract  of  employment 
to  sell  real  estate,  obtained  a  purchaser  satisfactory  to  his 
principal,  who  made  an  enforceable  contract  of  sale,  without 
being  induced  to  do  so  by  any  representations  of  the  broker 
as  to  the  purchaser's  responsibility,  and  without  any  bad  faith 
on  the  broker's  part,  the  latter  was  entitled  to  commissions, 
though,  without  the  principal's  fault,  the  vendee  failed  to 
perform  the  contract,  solely  because  of  the  lack  of  sufficient 
financial  responsibility  at  the  time  the  contract  was  executed. 
Alt  V.  Dosher,  92  N.  Y.  S.  439,  102  App.  Div.  344,  affirmed 
186  N.  Y.  566,  79  N.  E.  1100 ;  Fox  v.  Rijan,  240  111.  391,  88  N. 
E.  974;  Glade  v.  Eastern  III  Min,  Co.,  129  Uo.  App.  443, 
107  S.  W.  1002;  Brand  v.  Nagle,  107  N.  Y.  S.  156,  122  App, 
Div.  490.  Compare  Dotson  v.  Millikin,  27  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
500.    See  also  Sec.  192. 

The  broker  mus*  show  that  the  purchaser  is  able  to  make 
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the  exchange,  and  this  ability  is  not  proved  by  the  mere  pro- 
duction of  deeds  on  his  part,  without  some  showing  that  he 
also  had  title  to  the  properties  he  was  willing  to  deed.  His 
ability  does  not  depend  upon  general  financial  standing,  but 
upon  his  being  the  owner  of  the  land  it  was  proposed  to  ex- 
change.   Herscher  v.  Wells,  103  111.  App.  418. 

Where  a  principal  accepts  a  purchaser  found  by  his  broker, 
without  questioning  his  ability  to  perform,  and  the  sale  fails 
of  consummation  by  the  principal's  own  fault  or  failure  to 
make  good  his  offer,  the  burden  is  on  him,  in  order  to  defeat 
the  broker's  right  to  compensation,  to  show  the  purchaser's 
want  of  financial  ability.  Dot  son  v.  Milliken,  27  App.  (D.  C.) 
500.  Compare  Alt  v.  Doscher,  92  N.  Y.  S.  439,  102  App.  Div. 
344;  Oladc  y.  Eastern  111.  Min.  Co.,  129  Mo.  App.  443;  Brand 
V.  Nagle,  107  N.  Y.  S.  156,  122  App.  Div.  490.  See  also  Sees. 
192,  499. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  evidence  concern- 
ing arrangements  made  by  the  purchaser  procured  for  funds 
with  which  to  complete  the  purchase,  and  the  financial  ability 
of  the  concern  from  which  funds  were  to  be  secured  was  ad- 
missible. Leuschner  v.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  103  S. 
W.  664;  Czarnowski  v.  Holland,  5  Ari.  119,  78  P.  890;  Clark 
V.  Wilson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  450,  91  S.  W.  627;  Fox  v.  De- 
margo  Land  Co.,  37  Colo.  203,  86  P.  344. 

Where  a  vendor  of  land  is  not  influenced  by  misrepresen- 
tations of  his  broker  as  to  the  financial  condition  of  his  ven- 
dee, such  misrepresentations  do  not  constitute  a  ground  for 
refusing  to  pay  the  broker's  commissions.  Irwin  v.  Mowbray, 
5  N.  Y.  S.  430. 

A  broker  obtained  a  customer  who  contracted  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  property.  Before  the  time  fixed  for  performance 
the  purchaser  failed  to  obtain  an  extension  of  time  asked  for, 
because  of  his  inability  to  procure  funds.  The  purchaser,  on 
ascertaining  that  the  broker  did  not  have  the  deed  in  his  pos- 
session on  the  day  fixed  for  performance,  tendered  the  price 
and  demanded  the  deed.  The  purchaser  induced  a  bank  to 
make  the  tender,  with  the  understanding  that  the  identical 
money  would  be  returned.  The  tender  was  made  by  the  bank's 
clerks.     The  purchaser,  on  being  subsequently  given  an  op- 
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portunity  to  purchase  on  the  same  terms  refused  to  do  so, 
though  the  property  was  worth  more  than  the  agreed  price. 
Held,  to  show,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  purchaser  was  not 
able  and  ready  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  his  agreement, 
defeating  a  recovery  by  the  broker  of  his  commissions.  Little 
V.  Herzinger,  34  Utah,  337,  97  P.  639. 

It  was  not  necessary,  in  order  to  entitle  a  real  estate  broker 
to  commissions  for  land  sold,  that  the  purchaser  should  be 
able  to  perform  at  the  time  the  contract  was  signed,  but  only 
at  the  time  fixed  for  passing  title.  Joffe  v.  Nagel,  114  N.  Y. 
S.  905. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate, 
who  procures  a  purchaser  capable  and  willing  to  contract  to 
purchase,  and  who  does  not  warrant  the  financial  ability  of 
the  purchaser,  and  who  is  not  guilty  of  any  fraud,  earns  his 
commissions  on  the  vendor  and  purchaser  entering  into  a  bind- 
ing contract  of  sale  and  purchase,  though  a  sale  is  not  con- 
summated because  of  the  failure  of  the  purchaser  to  perform,  for 
the  vendor  takes  the  responsibility  of  accepting  the  proposed  pur- 
chaser, and,  in  the  absence  of  contract,  the  broker  need  not  see 
that  the  purchase  monej'  is  paid,  nor  enforce  the  contract  of  sale. 
Moore  v.  Irvin,  89  Ark.  289,  116  S.  W.  662. 

After  a  broker  had  negotiated  a  sale  of  land,  and  the  pros- 
pective purchaser  had  been  unable  to  obtain  a  loan  with  which 
to  make  the  first  payment,  the  owner's  agent  and  the  pur- 
chaser declared  the  deal  off.  Subsequently  the  agent  gave  the 
broker  an  extension  of  time  in  which  to  procure  the  loan  of 
$7,000,  to  be  secured  by  mortgage  on  the  land,  but  be  was 
able  only  to  obtain  a  conditional  verbal  p^mise  from  one  per- 
son to  advance  $6,500,  secured  by  mortgage  on  the  land,  and 
an  indefinite  arrangement  with  a  banker  to  lend  $500  on  personal 
security,  on  the  usual  terms  of  bank  loans.  Held,  that  he  had 
failed  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  extension,  and  the  agent 
and  purchaser  were  justified  in  refusing  to  proceed  further, 
even  if  the  purchaser  was  bound  by  the  agent's  assent  to  the 
extension  of  time.  Jones  v.  Buck  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  120  N, 
W.  112. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  property  on  specified  terms 
to  designated  persons,  effects  a  sale  to  them  on  such  terms,  he 
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need  not,  in  an  action  for  his  commissions,  show  that  they  were 
able  to  make  the  purchase.  Stoutenburg  v.  Evans  (Iowa  Sup. 
W),  120  N.  W.  59. 

A  real  estate  broker  need  not  show,  in  order  to  recover  com- 
missions, that  he  produced  a  purchaser  with  legal  tender  in 
hand,  but  only  that  the  purchaser  was  ready,  willing  and  pe- 
cuniarily able  to  pay  for  the  property  within  the  time  fixed, 
and  it  is  sufficient  if  the  purchaser  has  arranged  so  that  the 
money  will  be  available  for  payment  when  the  deed  is  deliv- 
ered, though  part  of  it  is  obtained  from  a  mortgage  on  the 
purchased  property  executed  contemporaneously  with  the  deed 
to  the  purchaser.  McCahe  v.  Jones  (Wis.  Sup.  '10),  124  N. 
W.  486. 

Where  an  offer  to  exchange  certain  property  contained  an 
agreement  binding  defendant  to  pay  plaintiff  a  cdmmission  of 
two  and  one-half  per  cent,  of  the  value  of  defendant's  prop- 
erty, in  the  event  the  deal  was  closed,  plaintiff's  right  to  such 
amount,  on  defendant's  subsequent  rciusc^l  to  complete  the  ex- 
change, did  not  depend  on  the  fact  that  the  acceptance  of  the 
offer  by  the  other  party  was  conditional  on  the  property  agree- 
ing with  a  description  contained  in  the  offer,  but  solely  on  the 
readiness  and  ability  of  the  other  party  to  complete  the  ex- 
change.   Hege  v.  Hessell  (Wash.  Sup.  '10) ,  107  P.  375. 

Sec.  466.    Finding  a  purchaser. 

In  the  absence  of  a  special  contract  a  broker  was  not  entitled 
to  a  commission  on  merely  bringing  a  purchaser  who  was  ready, 
willing  and  able  to  pay  the  price  demanded,  where  no  sale  was 
made  because  of  a  disagreement  as  to  when  the  transfer  should 
take  place.  Baase  v.  Schneider,  98  N.  Y.  S.  587,  112  App. 
Div.  336.    See  also  Sec.  541. 

In  an  action  for  services  in  selling  an  estate  for  defendant, 
where  he  did  not  know  till  after  the  sale  that  plaintiff  had 
done  anything  to  aid  it,  circumstances  held  to  warrant  a  deci- 
sion that  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury  of  a  continuing  offer, 
of  an  acceptance,  and  of  performance  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
contract  to  obtain  a  purchaser.  Barnstein  v.  Laus,  104  Mass. 
214;  Storer  v.  Markley,  164  Ind.  535,  73  N.  E.  1081. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  his  commission  when  he  has  found 
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a  purchaser  or  a  lender,  as  the  case  may  be,  ready,  able  and 
willing  to  purchase  the  property  or  to  lend  the  money,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  proposed  by  the  principal.  Eggland 
V.  South  (S.  D.  Sup.  '08),  118  N.  W.  719;  Beckley  v.  Newton, 
140  111.  App.  301;  Munsonw.  Carlstrom  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  119  N. 
W.  606 ;  Mutchnick  v.  Davi»,  114  N.  Y.  S.  997 ;  Little  v.  Her- 
zinger,  34  Utah,  337,  97  P.  639 ;  Caruthers  v.  Reeser,  134  111. 
App.  370;  Masterson  v.  Knight,  135  111.  App.  548;  Olover  v. 
Duffy,  112  N.  Y.  S.  1099;  Hutto  v.  Strigh,  157  Ala.  566,  47 
So.  1031;  Peach  River  Lumber  Co,  v.  Montgomery,  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '08),  115  S.  W.  87;  Sotsky  v.  Ginsberg,  114  N.  Y.  S.  114; 
Smith  V.  Sharp  (Ala.  Sup.  '09),  50  S.  381.  And  in  case  of  a 
sale,  when  the  broker  has  procured  an  enforceable  contract  of 
sale  upon  the  principal's  terms.  Moss  &  Raley  v.  Wren  (Tex. 
Sup.  '08),  113  S.  W.  739. 

Bee.  466.    Oratnitieg. 

Without  an  express  contract  providing  therefor,  a  broker  is 
not  entitled  to  a  commission  for  rendering  a  service  for  which, 
by  the  local  custom,  no  charge  is  made.  Conrey  v.  Hoover, 
10  La.  Ann.  437. 

It  was  proper  to  instruct  the  jury  that  defendants  were  lia- 
ble for  the  value  of  plaintiff's  services,  if  they  were  of  such 
a  character  and  rendered  under  such  circumstances  as  would 
indicate  to  a  reasonably  intelligent  business  man,  that  they 
were  not  performed  gratuitously,  and  that  compensation  was 
expected,  the  instruction  not  assuming  that  plaintiff  had  ren- 
dered all  the  services  for  which  he  asked  compensation.  Miller 
V.  Early,  22  Ky.  L.  R.  825,  58  S.  W.  789.  Whether  a  broker's 
services  were  rendered  with  expectation  of  reward  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury,  xirmstrong  v.  Ft.  Edward,  159  N.  Y.  315, 
53  N.  E.  1116;  Darling  v.  Howe,  14  N.  Y.  S.  561,  60  Hun,  578. 
Where  an  agent  informed  his  principal  that  he  should  charge 
no  commissions  for  his  services,  he  was  held  to  be  precluded 
from  charging  commissions  during  the  life  of  the  principal, 
though  the  principal  had  recognized  the  agent's  right  to  com- 
missions. Higginson  v.  Fahre,  3  Desau.  (S.  C.)  89.  Volun- 
tary services  by  a  broker  are  mere  gratuities.  See  Mechem  od 
Ag.  Sec.  600. 
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Sec.  467.    Ooods  exchanged  for  land. 

Defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission  for  finding 
a  purchaser  with  whom  he  could  exchange  his  stock  of  goods 
for  land,  and  the  plaintiff  secured  a  contract  with  P.  to  ex- 
change a  certain  tract  of  land  for  defendant's  stock  of  goods, 
but,  by  a  mistake  of  P.,  the  land  described  in  the  contract  was 
not  owned  by  him ;  it  did  not  appear  that  defendant  was  aware 
of  the  mistake.  Heldf  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission.   Snyder  v.  Fidler,  135  Iowa,  304,  112  N.  W.  546. 

Sec.  468.    Broker  entitled  to  commission  in  stock  of  insurance 
company 

A  broker  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  a  farm 
for  an  agreed  commission;  he  found  a  purchaser  who  pur- 
chased the  farm  and  paid  for  it  in  the  stock  of  an  insurance 
company;  the  owner  agreed  to  transfer  to  the  broker  shares 
of  such  stock,  but  failed  to  do  so.  Heldy  that  the  broker  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  agreed  commission.  Rider  v.  Pell^  51 
N.  Y.  669.    See  also  Sec.  377. 

Sec.  469.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  where  sale  was  en- 
joined. 

An  agent  who,  under  a  contract,  produced  a  person  able 
and  willing  to  purchase  real  estate  is  entitled  to  his  commis- 
sions, although  the  sale  is  afterwards  enjoined.  Cfibsoji  v. 
Gray,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  646,  43  S.  W.  922.    See  also  Sec.  473. 

Sec.  470.    When  broker  is  not  entitled  to  full  commission 
until  price  paid. 

Where  the  purchase  money  of  a  mine  was  payable  in  in- 
stallments, and  the  broker's  commissions  were  to  be  deducted 
from  each  installment  as  paid,  it  is  error  to  render  judgment 
for  the  full  amount  of  commissions  before  all  the  installments 
have  been  paid.  Oorham  v.  Heiman,  90  Cal.  346,  27  P.  289; 
Coate  V.  Locust  Pt,  Co.,  102  Md.  291,  162  A.  625.  See  also  Sees. 
297,  570. 

Sec.  471.    Broker  not  informing  principal  of  oustomer  defeats 
commissions. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  fails  to  induce  a  customer  to  pay 
the  price  of  land  demanded  by  the  owner,  but  predicts  that 
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he  will  ultimately  pay  the  price,  is  not  entitled  to  commissions 
where  the  owner  afterwards  sells  the  lands  to  others  for  such 
price,  without  knowing  that  it  was  actually  purchased  for  the 
customer,  the  court  holding  that  the  broker  was  not  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  the  sale.  Ooldstein  v.  WMers,  7  N.  Y.  S.  756, 
8  N.  Y.  S.  957,  15  Daly,  397.    See  also  Sees.  235,  312,  431. 

Sec.  472.    Knowledge  by  broker  that  principal  owns  bnt  part 

of  the  property  offered,  does  not  defeat  his  commiflsions. 

A  broker's  right  to  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser 

for  land  under  an  agreement  therefor,  is  not  affected  by  the 

fact  that  he  knew  the  principal  had  title  to  only  five-sixths  of 

the  land.    Martin  v.  Ede,  103  Cal.  157,  37  P.  199. 

Sec.  473.    Litigation  instituted  by  third  persons  does  not  de- 
feat the  broker's  right  to  commissions. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  commissions  where  a  purchaser  was 
obtained  through  his  agency,  the  agreement  for  sale  and  pur- 
chase being  complete,  and  only  prevented  from  consummation 
by  litigation  instituted  by  third  persons.  Moore's  Est.,  9  Pa. 
Dist.  R.  675.    See  also  Sec.  469. 

Sec.  474.    Methods  of  earning  .commissions  by  broker. 

There  are  at  least  three  different  methods  of  earning  com- 
missions under  an  agency  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  (1)  by 
effecting  a  binding  contract  of  sale,  under  authority  given  to 
the  agent  to  make  a  contract  for  the  principal;  (2)  by  produc- 
ing a  purchaser  to  whom  a  sale  is  in  fact  made,  and  (3)  by 
producing  a  purchaser  ready,  willing  and  able  to  buy  on  the 
terms  specified  in  the  agency  agreement.  McDermott  v.  Ma- 
honey,  139  Iowa,  292,  115  N.  W.  32 

Sec.  474a.    A  broker  employed  to  sell  real  estate  is  not  re- 
quired to  prepare  a  contract  of  purchase. 

A  broker  employed  to  sell  real  estate  is  not  required  to 
prepare  a  contract  of  purchase.  Brackenridge  v.  Claridge,  42 
S.  W.  1005,  91  Tex.  527. 
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Sec.  475.    Broker  who  merely  brings  the  parties  together  is 
a  middleman,  and  may  recover  from  each. 

If  the  broker  merely  brings  together  two  parties  who  desire 
to  exchange  or  sell  their  lands,  and  his  employment  then  ends, 
and  the  parties  themselves  settle  the  terms  of  the  transaction, 
he  is  a  mere  middleman,  and  may  recover  from  each  party,  if 
each  has  agreed  to  pay  him.  Clark  v.  Allen,  125  Cal.  276,  57 
P.  985;  Green  v.  Robertson,  64  Cal.  75;  Manders  v.  Croft,  3 
Colo.  App.  236,  32  P.  836;  Cox  v.  Ha^in,  127  Ind.  325,  26  N.  E. 
822;  Muller  v.  Kutzlel,  7  Bush.  (Ky.)  253;  Dolph  v.  Wain- 
scott,  14  Ky.  L.  R.  (abst.)  304:  Montrose  v.  Eddy,  94  Mich. 
100,  53  N.  W.  916;  Bann4>y  v.  Do^iavayi.  78  Mich.  318,  44  N. 
W.  276;  Child  v.  Ptomey,  17  Mont.  502,  43  P.  714;  Norton  v. 
Genesse  Nat.  8av.,  etc.,  Ass'n,  68  N.  Y.  S.  32,  57  A.  D.  520; 
Knaus  v.  Gottfried  Krveger  Brewing  Co.,  142  N.  Y.  70,  36  N. 
E.  867;  Siegel  v.  Gould,  7  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  177;  Pollatschiek  v. 
Goodwin,  40  N.  Y.  S.  682,  17  Misc.  587,  75  St.  86;  Bonwell  v. 
Auld,  29  N.  Y.  S.  15,  9  Misc.  65 ;  Jarvis  v.  Schaefer,  105  N.  Y. 
289,  11  N.  E.  634;  Bolheimcr  v.  Richardt,  55  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
414 ;  Haviland  v.  Price,  26  N.  Y.  S.  757,  6  Misc.  372 ;  Collins 
V.  Fowler,  8  Mo.  App.  588;  Orton  v.  Schofield,  61  Wis.  382; 
McClure  v.  Luke,  154  Fed.  647;  Bass  v.  Talbert  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '08),  112  S.  W.  1077;  Ross  v.  Carr  (N.  M.  Sup.  '09), 
103  P.  307;  Grasinger  v.  Lucas  (S.  D.  Sup.  '09),  123  N.  W. 
77;  Sternherger  v.  Toung  (N.  J.  Eq.  '10),  75  A.  807. 

Quaere  f  Whether  one  who  acts  as  middleman,  merely  bring- 
ing the  vendor  and  vendee  together  to  make  their  own  contract, 
without  aid,  advice  to  or  interference  on  behalf  of,  either,  may 
recover  compensation  from  both,  without  knowledge  by  one 
of  such  arrangement  with  the  other.  Harten  v.  Loeffler,  31 
App.  D.  C.  362.    Compare  Sec.  578. 

Sec.  476.    Sale  of  mine  by  broker,  not  within  description,  not 
entitled  to  commissions. 

An  agreement  providing  that  defendant  should  pay  the 
plaintiff  a  certain  commission  on  any  sale  made  through  him, 
or  to  pay  the  same  percentage  "on  any  sale  made  through  a 
certain  bond  or  agreement  made  with  Robert  Hennegan  of  this 
city,  on  certain  mining  property  in  said  agreement  in  Ures 
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District,  State  of  Sonora,  Mexico,"  does  not  provide  for  com- 
missions on  a  sale  made  through  plaintiff  of  mines  situated 
in  the  District  of  Arispe.  Wulff  v.  Lindsay,  8  Ariz.  168,  71  P. 
963.    See  also  Sees.  59,  181. 

Sec.  477.    Modiflcatioii  of  contract,  not  assented  to  by  broker, 
does  not  affect  commissions. 

Defendant's  agreement  to  pay  plaintiff  a  certain  amount 
for  furnishing  a  purchaser  for  land  is  not  revoked  by  de- 
fendant's statement  to  plaintiff,  after  furnishing  the  name  of 
one  who  afterwards  became  a  purchaser,  that  he  would  pay 
no  commission  to  any  agent  on  a  sale  of  the  land  unless  a 
certain  price  was  obtained,  the  plaintiff  not  having  assented 
to  the  modification.  Burd  v.  Webster,  128  Wis.  118,  107  N. 
W.  23;  Odell  V.  Dozier,  104  Ga.  203,  30  S.  E.  813;  Levistone 
V.  Landreux,  6  La.  Ann.  26;  Olade  v.  Eastern  III,  Min,  Co., 
129  Mo.  App.  443,  107  S.  W.  1002;  Cody  v.  Dempsey,  83  X.  Y. 
S.  899,  86  App.  Div.  335;  Mottos  v.  Engle,  15  S.  D.  330,  89 
N.  W.  651 ;  Mark  v.  Elliott,  90  N.  Y.  S.  331 ;  Blair  v.  Slosson, 
27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  403,  66  S.  W.  112;  Bishop  v.  AverUl,  17 
Wash.  209,  49  P.  237,  50  P.  1024. 

Sec.  478.    Modification  of  contract  by  owner  in  broker's  pres- 
ence, did  not  affect  commissions. 

The  fact  that  the  terms  of  a  sale  of  realty,  as  stated  to  the 
broker,  were  modified  by  the  owners  as  to  the  commissions,  in 
the  broker's  presence,  and  the  purchaser's  proposal  as  to  the 
method  of  payment,  would  not  relieve  the  owner  from  liability 
for  commissions.  Huntmer  v.  Arent,  16  S.  p.  465,  93  N.  W. 
653. 

Sec.  479.    Modification   of   contract   by   broker   performing 
other  services,  modifies  right  to  commissions. 

Where  a  broker's  jduty  is  not  merely  to  procure  a  purchaser, 
but  to  perform  some  other  agreed  services,  within  a  reasonable 
time  or  within  a  limited  time,  the  general  rule  as  to  what  is 
required  of  him  to  be  entitled  to  his  commissions  is  modified 
accordingly.    Phinzy  v.  Bush,  129  Ga.  479,  59  S.  E.  259. 
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Sec.  480.    Broker  agreeing  to  accept  corporate  stock  for  comr 
missions,  not  entitled  to  recover  in  money. 

Where,  by  the  contract  in  regard  to  a  sale  of  property,  a 
broker  arranges  with  all  the  parties  that  the  compensation  shall 
be  paid  in  certain  stock  of  a  company  to  be  formed  by  him 
and  others  to  buy  the  land,  he  can  not  hold  the  vendors  re- 
sponsible for  the  amount  of  such  compensation.  Bowles  v. 
Allen  (Va.  Sup.),  21  S.  E.  665.    Compare  Sec.  468. 

Sec.  481.    Net  price  to  owner,   does  not  entitle  broker  to 
excess. 

A  real  estate  broker  to  sell  land  for  a  certain  net  price  is 
not  entitled,  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  therefor,  to  the  ex- 
cess over  such  price  that  he  may  obtain  for  the  land.  Snow 
V.  McFarlane,  51  111.  App.  448;  Turnley  v.  Michael  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '91),  15  S.  W.  912.  Compare  Deming  Inv.  Co,  v.  Meyer 
(Okla.  '07),  91  P.  846. 

And  where  a  broker  was  authorized  to  sell  land  for  $3  per 
acre  net  to  the  owner,  and  was  oflPered  $3*50  by  a  purchaser, 
who  subsequently  bought  the  land  of  the  owner,  without  the 
broker's  intermediation,  the  broker  could  not  recover  fifty  cents 
per  acre  from  the  purchaser,  but  his  action  was  against  the 
owner,  as  it  was  his  duty  to  sell  for  the  best  price  obtainable, 
and  account  to  the  owner  therefor,  less  a  reasonable  compen- 
sation.   Boysen  v.  Robertson,  70  Ark.  56,  68  S.  W.  243. 

Sec.  482.    Net  price  to  owner,  broker  selling  thereat  not  en- 
titled to  any  commission. 

A  broker  was  orally  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  a 
farm  within  five  days,  at  a  price  which  should  net  the  owner 
$11,000  and  the  broker  $875;  thereafter  the  broker  stated  in 
writing  that  any  arrangement  made  by  his  agent  and  th'^  own- 
er would  be  satisfactory;  that  he  would  have  persons  look  at 
the  farm  before  the  expiration  of  the  five  days,  and  that  any 
arrangement  should  be  made  in  writing;  the  owner  wrote  that 
he  would  give  the  broker  "a  price  of  $11,000  on"  the  farm 
for  ten  days,  "reserving  the  privilege  to  sell  to  others;"  the 
broker  sent  his  agent  to  the  owner,  with  a  writing,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  sure  of  a  commission  if  the  sale  was  made. 
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Held,  that  the  written  contract  agreed  to  by  the  broker,  and 
the  owner's  written  statement,  which  superseded  the  oral  con- 
tract, conferred  on  the  broker  the  right  to  sell  the  farm  at  a 
sum  which  would  give  the  owner  $11,000,  and  on  the  owner 
the  right  to  sell  it  to  any  purchaser  not  procured  by  the  bro- 
ker, and  authorized  a  sale  to  a  purchaser  procured  by  the  bro- 
ker for  as  low  a  price  as  $11,000,  if  the  broker's  agent  in  charge 
of  the  transaction  was  willing  to  do  it,  unless  the  owner  knew 
that  the  agent  was  acting  contrarj'^  to  his  instructions.  Haven 
V.  Tartar,  124  ]\Io.  App.  691,  102  S.  W.  21 ;  Bahcock  v.  Merritt, 
1  Colo.  App.  84,  27  P.  882 ;  Rees  v.  Spruance,  45  111.  308 ;  Bur- 
nett V.  Betts,  236  111.  499,  86  N.  E.  258 ;  Sanger  v.  Wilson,  52 
111.  App.  117;  Antisdell  v.  Canfield.  119  Mich.  229,  77  N.  W. 
944;  Williams  v.  McGraw,  52  Mich.  480,  18  N.  W.  227 ;  Hoi  comb 
V.  Stafford,  102  Minn.  233,  113  N.  W.  U9;,Beatty  v.  Russell 
41  Neb.  321,  59  N.  W.  919;  Holbrook  v.  Inv.  Co.,  30  Ore.  259, 
47  P.  920;  Ames  v.  Lamont,  107  Wis.  531,  83  N.  W.  780;  WoU 
verton  v.  Tuttle,  51  Ore.  501,  94  P.  961.    See  also  Sec.  560. 

In  some  jurisdictions,  in  such  case  the  broker  is,  nevertheless, 
entitled  to  recover  of  the  owner  a  reasonable  compensation  for 
his  services.  Alexander  v.  Breedon,  14  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  125; 
Aikin  v.  Allany  14  Manitoba,  549;  Ford  v.  Brown,  120  Cal.  551, 
52  P.  817.  But  can  not  recover  where  the  sale  is  not  completed. 
Seattle  Land  Co,  v.  Day,  2  Wash.  451,  27  P.  74. 

An  agreement  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  for  a  net  amount 
to  the  owners,  the  person  making  the  sale  to  have  as  compen- 
sation what  he  could  get  above  that  amount,  entitled  him  to 
no  compensation  for  making  a  sale  until  the  owners  received  the 
net  amount  stipulated,  unle«^s  a  f^^ilu'-e  to  do  so  was  due  to 
their  own  fault.    Burnett  v.  Botts,  236  111.  499,  86  N.  E.  258. 
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Bee.  483.    Net  price  to  owner  and  note  for  excess  to  broker, 
on  vendor's  refusal  broker  entitled  to  commissions. 

Defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  effect  a  sale  of  his  land 
so  as  to  yield  $2,500.  plaintiff  to  receive  as  compensation  all 
she  could  obtain  above  that  sum ;  she  procured  a  purchaser  for 
$2,880,  $2,500  to  be  paid  to  defendant  in  cash,  and  plaintiff  to  re- 
ceive the  purchaser's  notes,  secured  by  mortgage,  for  the  balance; 
defendant  refused  to  convey.  Held,  that  he  was  liable  to  plaintiff 
for  her  loss.  Can  field  v.  Orange,  13  N.  D.  622,  102  N.  W.  313; 
Foster  v.  Taylor,  4A  Wash.  313,  87  P.  358;  Van  Gorder  v. 
Sherman,  81  Iowa,  403,  46  N.  W.  1087;  Luhn  v.  Fordtran  (Tex. 
C.  A.  '08),  115  S.  W.  667. 

Sec.  484.    Net  price,  broker  entitled  to  excess  from  first  pay- 
ment made. 

Where  a  land-owner  employed  a  broker  to  sell  land  on  an 
understanding  that  he  should  have  as  his  commissions  any- 
thing that  could  be  obtained  over  a  specified  price,  the  broker 
was  entitled  to  his  commissions  out  of  the  first  payment  made 
by  the  purchaser.  Young  v.  Buhwedel,  119  Mo.  App.  231,  96 
S.  W.  228. 

Sec.  485.    Where  the  owner  changed  the  contract  from  gross 
to  net  price  liable  to  broker  for  commissions. 

Plaintiff  procured  a  contract  authorizing  him  to  sell  defend- 
ant's timber  land  on  a  five  per  cent,  commission,  and,  having 
found  a  purchaser,  presented  to  defendant  for  his  signature 
an  option  giving  the  grautee  the  right  to  purchase  in  sixty 
day^s;  defendant,  before  signing  the  option,  but  without  any 
conversation  with,  the  plaintiff,  changed  the  seme  so  a^  to  read 
that  the  price  was  "net  cash"  to  him.  Held,  that  such  altera- 
tion meant  that  the  price  was  net  cash  to  defendant,  as  between 
him  and  the  purchaser,  and  had  no  reference  to  defendant's 
contract  with  plaintiff  for  commissions.  Love  v.  Scatcherd^ 
146  Fed.  1,  77  C.  C.  A.  1. 

Sec.  486.    Broker's  commissions  computed  on  actual  amount 
received. 

An  agent  who  agreed  to  sell  a  farm  for  two  per  cent,  on 
a  certain  amount,  and  three  per  cent,  on  all  received  in  excess 
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of  that  amount,  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  the  value  of 
part  of  a  crop  which  he  knew  belonged  to  another,  and  which 
was  deducted  from  the  gross  amount  received.  Barrett  v.  John- 
son, 64  Pa.  St.  223;  Oliver  v.  Liiile  (Nev.  Sup.  '09),  103  R 
240;  Weeks  v.  Smith  (N.  J.  Sup.  '30),  75  A.  773;  Blakeley 
V.  Pursell,  90  N.  Y.  S.  337. 

Sec.  487.  Failing  to  disclose  that  nominal  is  not  the  real  pur- 
chaser  does  not  defeat  the  broker's  commissions. 

A  mere  failure  to  disclose  to  the  principal  that  the  nominal 
purchaser  is  not  the  real  purchaser  does  not  amount  to  a  fraud 
to  deprive  the  broker  of  commissions.  Veasey  v.  Carson,  177 
Mass.  117,  58  N.  E.  177,  53  L.  R.  A.  241.    See  also  Sec.  525. 

Sec.  487a.  Liability  to  broker  for  commissions  depends  upon 
the  real  parties  to  the  bargain. 

Liability  to  a  broker  for  commissions  is  not  dependent  upon 
what  parties  formally  entered  into  the  written  contract  of  sale 
oflPered  to,  or  negotiated  in  by,  the  principal,  but  wholly  upon 
who  constituted  the  "real"  parties  to  the  bargain.  McLaughlin 
v.  Campbell  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.  '09),  74  A.  530.  See  also  Sec. 
317. 

Sec.  488.  Broker  entitled  to  commissions  where  non-per- 
f ormance  of  contract  not  occasioned  by  his  fault. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  a  commission  where  the  customer 
found  by  him  and  the  principal  enter  into  an  enforceable  con- 
tract of  purchase  or  sale,  although  one  or  both  of  the  parties 
refuse  to  comply  with  the  contract,  and  the  failure  is  not  at- 
tributable to  the  fault  of  the  broker.  JenMns  v.  H oiling sworth, 
83  ni.  App.  139 ;  Flynn  v.  Jordnl,  124  Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W. 
326;  Bach  v.  Emrioh,  35  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  548;  Folinslee  v. 
Sawyer,  36  N.  Y.  S.  405,  15  Misc.  293 ;  Brou^n  v.  Helmuth,  21 
N.  Y.  S.  615,  2  Misc.  566;  Donohite  v.  Flanagan,  9  N.  Y.  S.  273, 
28  N.  Y.  S.  757 ;  Larson  v.  Burroughs,  116  N.  Y.  S.  358. 

Sec.  489.  Where  neither  principal  nor  broker  effecting  sale 
had  notice  of  other  broker's  negotiations  he  is  not  entitled 
to  commissions. 

Where  neither  the  principal  nor  the  broker  effecting  the 
sale  had  notice  of  former  negotiations  with  the  other  broker  the 


324  AMERICAN   LAW   REAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

latter  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission,  especially  where  she  failed 
to  bring  the  buyer  and  seller  to  an  a^eement.  Haines  v.  Bar- 
my,  67  N.  Y.  S.  164,  33  Misc.  748 ;  Martin  v.  Billings,  2  N.  Y. 
City  Ct.  86;  Kifcr  v.  Yoder,  198  Pa.  St.  308,  47  A.  974;  Glass- 
cock V.  Vamfieet,  100  Tenn.  603,  46  S.  W.  449.  See  also  Sec.  360. 
There  are  cases  holding  that,  irrespective  of  notice,  the  com- 
mission belongs  to  the  broker  who  is  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
sale.    Scoit  v.  Lloyd,  17  Colo.  401,  35  P.  733,  and  Sec.  446. 

Sec.  490.    Principal  selling  before  expiration  of  time  given 
broker,  without  notice,  broker  entitled  to  commissions. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  commissions  where  the  principal 
sells  before  the  expiration  of  the  agency,  without  giving  the 
broker  notice  of  the  sale.  Woodall  v.  Foster,  91  Tenn.  195,  18 
S.  W.  241 ;  Cadigan  v.  Crabtrce,  186  Mass.  7,  70  N.  E.  1033,  66 
L.  R.  A.  982;  Keishus-Remer  Land  Co.  v.  Benner,  91  Minn.  401, 
98  N.  W.  186.  (This  is  contran'  to  the  doctrine  that  a  sale 
puts  an  end  to  the  agency,  and  if  his  contract  has  been  violated 
the  broker  has  a  right  of  action  for  the  breach.) 


Sec.  491.    Reporting  offer  of  $16,000  instead  of  $15,000  did 
not  deprive  broker  of  commission. 

The  fact  that  a  broker  reports  to  his  principal  that  an  offer 
of  $16,000  for  the  land  has  been  made  instead  of  $15,000,  does 
not  affect  his  right  to  a  commission  where,  as  a  result-  of  his 
negotiations,  a  sale  for  the  smaller  sum  was  made.  Peckham 
v;  Ashhurst,  18  R.  I.  376,  28  A.  357.    See  also  Sees.  215,  502. 

Sec.  492.    Oral  contract  to  sell  land,  followed  by  written  con- 
tract, entitles  the  broker  to  commissions. 

Rev.  Stat.  1899,  Sec.  3418,  provides  that  no  contract  for  the 
sale  of  lands  made  by  an  agent  shall  be  binding  on  the  prin- 
cipal unless  the  agent  is  authorized  in  writing  to  make  the  eon- 
tract.  Held,  that  where  a  land-owner  orally  employed  a  broker 
to  find  a  purchaser,  and  the  broker  made  a  written  contract 
with  the  purchaser,  the  production  thereof  to  the  land-owner 
was  equivalent  to  the  production  of  a  purchaser;  since,  if  the 
owner  had  chosen  to  ratify  the  contract,  it  would  have  been 
binding.    Young  v.  Buhwedel,  119  Mo.  App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228. 
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See.  493.    Broker  entitled  to  commissiong  for  sale  of  four 
houses,  not  entitled  to  proportionate  amount  for  one. 

Where  a  broker  is  entitled  to  a  eonimission  of  one-third  Of 
the  excess  above  a  certain  amount  realized  on  a  sale  of  four 
houses,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  proportionate  amount  on  the  sale 
of  only  one  house.  Meyer  v.  Haaren,  5  N.  Y.  S.  436,  57  N.  Y. 
Super.  Ct.  574.    Compare  Sec.  495. 

Sec.  494.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  for  a  sale  of  lots, 
not  entitled  to  same  rate  for  a  large  body  of  the  land. 

A  contract  to  pay  a  certain  commission  on  a  sale  of  lots  at 
a  fixed  price  out  of  a  body  of  land,  does  not  entitle  the  aorent 
to  a  commission  at  the  same  rate  for  a  large  body  of  the  land. 
Louisville.  Bdg,  Ass'n  v.  Hegan,  20  Ky.  L.  R.  1629,  49  S.  W.  796. 

Sec.  496.    Broker  promised  commissions  for  selling  part,  en- 
titled to  the  same  rate  for  selling  all. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  for  his  services  one- 
half  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  two  mining  claims,  but  in 
the  sale  of  these,  with  others,  the  interests  are  not  separately 
valued,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  one-h<alf  of  the  entire 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  if  it  is  impossible  to  determine  what  prd- 
portion  should  be  credited  to  the  claims  in  which  he  is  inter- 
ested. Huff  V.  Hardwick,  19  Colo.  App.  416,  75  P.  593.  Com- 
pare Sec.  493. 

Sec.  496.    Broker  who  failed  to  sell  all,  entitled  to  commis- 
sions on  sale  of  part  by  owner  to  his  customer. 

Where  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  a  whole  tract  of  land, 
or  a  part  thereof,  and  after  negotiating  the  broker  failed  to 
make  a  sale  and  an  attempt  was  made  to  discharge  him;  but 
he  continued  his  negotiations,  and  subsequently  the  owner  sold 
a  portion  of  the  tract  to  a  person  with  whom  the  broker  had 

• 

prior  negotiations,  the  owner  was  held  liable  to  pay  the  broker 
a  proportionate  commission.  Diamond  v.  WhfcJer,  80  X.  Y.  S. 
416,  80  App.  Div.  o8.  See  to  contrary  Cnrprnfrr  v.  AUas  Imp, 
Co,,  108  N.  Y.  S.  547,  123  App.  Div.  706.    See  also  Sees.  455,  967. 
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Sec.  407.    Share  of  profits  on  sale  through  sub-agent  not  de- 
feated by  unfair  dealing  of  latter. 

Where  plaintiff,  who  was  the  sales  agent  for  certain  prop- 
erty, authorized  defendant  to  sell  the  same,  and  agreed  to  di- 
vide the  profits  with  him,  any  unfair  dealing  on  defendant's 
part  with  plaintiff's  principal,  BOt  affecting  the  sale,  did  not 
affect  the  plaintiff's  right,  as  against  defendant,  to  share  in 
the  profits  of  the  sale,  in  the  absence  of  participancy  by  plain- 
tiff in  defendant's  wrong.  Madler  v.  Pozorskiy  124  Wis.  477, 
102  N.  W.  892.    See  also  Sec.  520.    Compare  Sec.  522 

Sec.  488.    Oommissions  payable  on  sale,  and  not  on  collection 
of  def enred  payments. 

Where  a  vendor  instructed  his  agent  that  he  would  take 
$15  per  acre  for  his  part  of  the  land,  and  accepted  the  terms 
of  a  sale  for  part  cash  and  part  in  deferred  payments,  with  se- 
curity, the  agent's  compensation  is  due  when  the  sale  is  com- 
pleted, and  not  on  collection  of  the  deferred  payments.  Han- 
cock V.  Dodge,  85  Miss.  728,  37  S.  711;  WaUace  v.  Shepard,  42 
Texas  Civ.  App.  594,  94  S.  W.  151. 

Sec.  499.    Oommissions  are  due  when  contract  is  made  with 
purchaser  produced  by  broker. 

Real  estate  commissions  become  due  and  payable  when  the 
broker  has  produced  a  purchaser  with  whom  the  owner  Entered 
into  a  valid  and  enforceable  contract:  Dennis  v.  Walters,  123 
111.  App.  93. 

Where  a  broker  has  pi-ocured  a  purchaser  acceptable  to  the 

seller,  and  an  enforceable  written  contract  is  made  between 

them,  the  broker's  right  to  commissions  is  not  dependent  on 

.  the  purchaser's  ability  to  pay  for  the  land.     Hamburger  v. 

Thomas  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  118  S.  W,  770.    Compare  Sec.  464. 

Sec.  499a.    Broker's  commissions  are  earned  when  contract 
of  exchange  is  executed. 

Where  a  broker  is  employed  to  effect,  an  exchange  of  prop- 
erty, he  earns  his  commission  when  the  contract  of  exchange  is 
executed.    Rokkohl  v.  Sussmann,  113  N.  Y.  S.  586,  61  Misc.  246. 
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Sec.  499b.    OommiBsion  not  due  until  actaal  transfer  made. 

A  note  evidencing  the  commission  to  be  paid  to  plaintiflf  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  for  defendant's  land  was  directed  to 
plaintiff  and  signed  and  delivered  by  the  defendant.  It  pro- 
vided that  if  the  deal  pending  between  defendant  and  a  third 
party  for  an  exchange  of  property  was  consummated,  defend- 
ant would  pay  plaintiff  $1,000  commissions.  Held,  that  no 
commission  was  due  until  the  actual  transfer  of  the  title  of 
the  property  by  an  exchange  of  deeds.  Ooodmn  v.  Sieman, 
106  Minn.  368,  118  N.  W.  1008. 


CHAPTER  Vin. 


SECTION. 

500.  Broker  entitled  to  commis- 

sions on  actual  payment 
by  defaulting  vendee. 
500a.  Broker  limited  to  commis- 
sions on  $1,000,  although 
property  later  sold  for 
$12,500. 

501.  Broker's   right    to    commis- 

sions not  defeated  because 
to  be  paid  from  purchase 
money. 

502.  Principal  liable  for  commis- 

sions on  sale  to  customer 
at  lower  price,  unless 
fixed  price  required. 
603.  Where  principal  agreed  to 
pay  commissions  upon  re- 
ceipt of  price,  broker  not 
entitled  before. 

504.  Commissions      are      usually 

payable  upon  completion 
of  the  transaction. 

505.  Broker   entitled   to  commis- 

sions although  purchaser 
pays  more  than  he  au- 
thorized him  to  offer. 

506.  Where    purchaser    defaulted 

broker  entitled  to  com- 
missions on  actual  pay- 
ments. 

507.  Cases    where    plaintiff    was 

held  not  to  be  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  sales,  and 
not  entitled  to  commis- 
sions. 

508.  Where     sale     f  r  u  s  t  r  a  t  ed 

through   failure  to  parti- 
tion,   broker    entitled    to 
commissions. 
328 


SECTION. 

509.  Partial  performance  entitled 

broker  to  recover  neither 
on  contract  nor  on  quan- 
turn  meruit, 

510.  Agent  in  charge  of  real  es- 

tate securing  responsible 
tenant,  entitled  to  recover 
on  a  quantum  meruit, 

511.  On  principal  selling,  broker 

could  recover  for  services 
on  a  quantum  meruit. 

512.  Principal    selling     for     less 

than  agreed  price,  broker 
entitled  to  recover  on  a 
quantum  meruit, 

513.  In    the    absence    of    an    ex- 

press contract  broker  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  may 
recover  on  a  quantum 
meruit. 
513a.  In  absence  of  fixed  rule 
measure  of  broker's  com- 
pensation the  value  of  the 
service  rendered. 

514.  Demand  by  broker  for  $10,- 

000  to  release  lien  defeat- 
ed his  right  to  commis- 
sions. 

515..  First  broker  held  to  have 
right  to  commissions  by 
second's  relinquishment. 

515a.  Waiver  of  variance  in  con- 
tract by  acquiescence. 

516.  If  authority  to  secure  a  pur- 
chaser is  ret^ocable  broker 
finding  after  barred  com- 
missions. 
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SECTION.  SECTION. 

517.  If  the  customer  reserves  the      519.    Broker  and  sub-agent  stand 

right   to   withdraw   from  in  similar  relations  as  to 
transaction  if  title  bad,  if  compensation  as  do  pr in- 
exercised     bars     commis-  cipal  and  agent, 
sions.  520.     Sub-agent  entitled  to   share 

518.  Unless   exclusive   rival   bro-  in  commissions  though  he 

ker    entitled    to    commis-  violated  instructions. 

sions  on  sale  by  the  other.       520a.  Broker   liable  to   sub-agent, 

though  property  on  sale 
found  not  to  belong  to 
vendor. 

Sec.  BOO.    Broker  entitled  to  commisflioxui  on  actual  payments 
by  defaulting  vendee. 

The  owner  of  land  authorized  a  broker  to  make  -a  sale  there- 
of, ''commissions  to  be  paid  out  of  th6  payments  as  made," 
and  a  letter  in  setting  forth  the  terms  of  sale  provided  that 
on  default  by  the  purchaser  all  prior  payments  should  be  for- 
feited, and  neither  party  have  any  claim  on  the  other;  the  bro- 
ker found  a  purchaser  who  gave  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  the 
payments,  and  subsequently  defaulted;  thereafter,  the  vendor 
released  the  vendee  from  his  oblisrations  and  conveyed  to  an- 
other, and  the  broker  sued  for  commissions  on  the  entire  price. 
Heldy  that  the  contract  between  the  parties  did  not  entitle  the 
broker  to  commissions  except  on  those  payments  actually  made 
by  the  vendee.  Murray  v.  Richard,  103  Va.  132,  48  S.  E.  871 ; 
Peters  v.  Ayidersmi,  88  Va.  1051,  14  S.  E.  974.  See  also  Sees. 
297,  506. 

Sec.  500a.    Broker  limited  to  commissions  on  $1,000,  although 
property  later  sold  for  $12,500. 

Plaintiff  negotiated  a  lease  of  lands  belonging  to  W.,  under 
a  verbal  contract  whereby  he  was  to  receive  a  commission  of 
one-third  the  rent  per  annum.  Before  the  expiration  of  the 
lease  W.  died,  and  the  defendant  was  appointed  administrator 
of  the  estate.  The  lessees  were  .$17,500  in  default  for  rent, 
and  defendant  foreclosed  the  landlord's  lien  on  a  growing 
crop  on  the  premises  for  the  arrears  in  rent,  purchasing  the 
same  for  $1,000  at  the  foreclosure  sale.  Thereafter  defendant 
sold  the  crop  to  other  parties  for  $12,500,  and  plaintiff,  who 
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had  never  received  any  commissions  from  the  rents,  brouiKcht 
an  action  to  recover  therefor,  claiming  one-third  commissions 
on  the  $12,500  paid  defendant,  on  the  theory  that  it  was  a  part 
of  the  balance  due  on  the  rent.  Held,  that  plaintiflf  was  entitled 
only  to  a  conunission  on  the  $1,000  paid  by  defendants  for  the 
crop,  since  the  foreclosure  was  fo  effect  a  payment  of  the  rent, 
and  as  such  the  amount  thereby  received  was  credited,  not  the 
subsequent  sale  of  the  property  purchased.  Schultz  v.  Ooldnian, 
7  Ariz.  279,  64  P.  425. 

Sec.  601.    Broker's  right  to  commissioxui  not  defeated  because 
to  be  paid  from  purchase  money. 

A  broker  may  recover  a  commission  of  his  principal,  although 
the  sale  made  is  not  consummated,  if  it  fails  solely  on  account 
of  a  dfefect  in  the  vendor's  title  of  which  the  broker  was  neither 
notified  nor  had  personal  knowledge,  although  the  commission 
was  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale.  Cheatham  v.  Yar- 
brough,  90  Tenn.  77,  15  S.  W.  1076.  See  also  Sec.  570.  For 
the  contrary  doctrine,  where  actual  sale  was  not  made  as  pro- 
vided by  contract.  Bull  v.  Price,  7  Bing.  (Eng.)  237,  9  L.  J.  C, 
P.,  O.  S.  78. 

Sec.  602.    Principal  liable  for  commissions  on  sale  to  customer 
at  lower  price,  nnless  a  fixed  price  required. 

Where  a  principal  makes  a  sale  to  a  purchaser  found  by  the 
broker,  having  availed  himself  of  the  broker's  services,  he  is 
liable  for  the  commission,  although  the  sale  is  made  at  a  lower 
price  than  that  originally  proposed  by  him  to  the  broker.  Crook 
V.  Forst.  116  Ala.  395,  22  S.  540;  Williams  v.  Bishop,  11  Colo. 
App.  378,  53  P.  239;  Schegal  v.  AlJerfon,  65  Conn.  260,  32  A. 
363;  Bakery.  Murphy,  105  111.  App.  151;  Wright  v.  McCUntock, 
136  Mo.  App.  438 ;  Loehde  v.  Halseu.  88  111.  App.  452 ;  Stievil  v. 
Lally,  89  Ark.  195,  115  S.  W.  1134;  McConaughty  v.  Mehannah, 
28  111.  App.  169;  Plant  v.  Thompson,  42  Kan.  664,  22  P.  726; 
Ratts  V.  Shepherd,  37  Kan.  20,  14  P.  496;  Hancock  v.  Stacey 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  177;  Hubachek  v.  Hazzard.  83 
Minn.  437,  86  N.  W.  426;  McCormack  v.  Henderson,  100  Mo. 
App.  647,  75  S.  W.  171;  Stinde  v.  Bleach,  42  Mo.  App.  578; 
Lawson  v.  Black  Diamond  Coal  Mining  Co.  (Wash.  Sup.  '09), 
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102  P.  759;  Weizell  v.  Wagoner,  41  Mo.  App.  509;  Martin  v. 
Silliman,  53  N.  Y.  615;  Martin  v.  Fagan.  88  N.  Y.  S.  472,  95 
App,  Div.  154;  Levy  v.  Coogan,  9  N.  Y.  S.  534,  16  Daly,  137; 
ChUton  V.  Butler,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  150;  Hobhs  v.  Edgar,  51  N. 
Y.  S.  1120,  23  Misc.  618;  Gold  v.  Serrell,  26  N.  Y.  S.  5,  6  Misc. 
124 ;  Steinfeld  v.  Strom,  63  N.  Y.  S.  966,  31  Misc.  167 ;  Keys 
y.  Johnson,  68  Pa.  St.  42;  Byrd  v.  Frost  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '94), 
29  S.  W.  46;  Pierce  v.  Nichols  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  110  S. 
W.  206 ;  Barnes  v.  German  Sav.,  etc.,  8oc,,  21  Wash.  448,  58  P, 
569;  Tinkleton  v.  Spurck,  115  111.  App.  521;  Weeks  v.  Smith 
(N.J.  Sup.  '10),75  A.  773. 

Unless  the  right  to  a  commission  is  made  conditional  apon 
a  sale  being  effected  at  the  price  fixed  in  the  broker's  authority. 
Armes  v.  Cameron,  19  D.  C.  435;  Buhl  v.  Noe,  51  111.  Api^ 
622;  Schwartz  v.  Yearly,  31  Md.  270;  Childs  v.  Ptomey,  17 
Mont.  502,  43  P.  714;  Briggs  v.  Bowe,  1  Abb.  Dec.  (N.  Y.)  189, 
4  Keyes,  424 ;  Steinfeld  v.  Storm,  63  N.  Y.  S.  966,  31  Misc.  167 ; 
Largent  v.  Story  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '01),  61  S.  W,  977;  Mc Arthur 
V.  Slosson,  53  Wis.  41,  9  N.  W.  784;  Newton  v.  Conness  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  892;  Ryan  v.  Page,  134  Iowa,  60, 
111  N.  W.  405 ;  Bridgeman  v.  Hephum,  13  Brit.  Col.  389. 

See.  503.    Where  principal  agreed  to  pay  conmiissions  upon 
receipt  of  price,  broker  not  entitled  before. 

The  principal  agreed  to  pay  the  broker  a  commission  for 
selling  land  when  the  vendees  paid  a  certain  sum  and  gave 
their  note  and  mortgacre  for  the  balance,  the  vendees  executed 
their  note  but  never  paid  the  money:  the  broker  was  not  en- 
titled to  commissions.  McPhail  v.  Buell,  87  Cal.  115,  25  P.'  266 ; 
Ormsby  v.  Graham,  123  Iowa,  202,  98  N.  W.  724. 

Sec.  B04.    Oommissions  are  usually  payable  upon  completion 
of  the  transaction. 

A  real  estate  broker  is  entitled  to  the  commissions  agreed  on 
for  the  successful  negotiation  of  an  exchange  of  property  placed 
in  his  hands,  if  the  terms  of  the  exchange  are  accepted  by  the 
owner,  aa  the  obligation  to  pay  the  commission  then  becomes 
fixed.  Lockwood  v.  Halsey,  41  Kan.  166,  21  P.  98.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  a  provision  to  the  contrary  in  the  contract  of  em- 
ployment   Frye  v.  Schwarz,  87  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  611. 
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Sec.  606.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  although  purchaser 
pays  more  than  he  authorized  broker  to  offer. 

Where  the  principal  tried  to  get  the  broker  to  negotiate  a 
trade  of  his  land  for  a  house,  stating  that  he  was  willing  to 
give  $1,000  boot,  and  would  ^ive  plaintiff  $100  if  the  trade 
was  consummated  and  the  trade  was  made  by  the  principal  con- 
senting to  give  more  boot,  the  broker  was  entitled  to  his  com- 
mission. Carson  v.  Baker,  2  Colo.  App.  248,  29  P.  1134.  In  the 
absence  of  an  agreement  limiting  to  a  fixed  price  beyond  which 
the  purchaser  had  to  go  to  effect  the  purchase.  Lestrade  v. 
Vanziivi,  6  La.  Ann.  399. 

Sec.  606.    Where  purchaser  defaulted  broker  entitled  to  com- 
missions on  actual  payments. 

A  receiver  of  an  insolvent  bank  employed  the  services  of  an 
agent  to  effect  a  sale  of  certain  realty  which  he  held  in  right  of 
the  bank,  agreeing  that  the  a^ent  should  receive  ten  per  cent, 
commission  as  his  compensation:  there  was  no  agreement  as  to 
when  such  commission  was  to  be  paid,  whether  out  of  the  cash 
payments,  or  on  payment  of  the  entire  purchase  money;  the 
agent  sold  the  property  for  $8;'>.000 ;  the  purchaser  paid  $10,000 
cash,  and  made  default  as  to  the  residue.  Held^  that  the  agent 
was  entitled  to  his  commission  on  so  much  of  the  purchase 
money  as  was  or  could  be  paid,  and  on  that  only.  Peters  v. 
Anderson,  88  Va.  1051,  14  S.  E.  974;  Murray  v.  Richard,  103 
Va.  132,  48  S.  E.  871.    See  also  Sees.  297,  500. 

Sec.  607.    Cases  where  plaintiff  was  held  not  to  be  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  sale,  and  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

EaUyday  v.  Smdhern  Farm  Agency,  100  Md.  294,  59  A.  646; 
Wood  V.  Burton,  47  N.  Y.  S.  184,  21  Misc.  326;  Burd  v.  Webster, 
128  Wis.  118,  107  N.  W.  23;  Goff  v.  Hurst  (Ky.  Ct.  App.  '09), 
122  S.  W.  148. 

Sec.  608.    Where  sale  frustrated  through  failure  to  partition, 
broker  entitled  to  commissions. 

Defendant  authorized  plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  to  sell 
land,  and  thron^rh  him  a  contract  of  sale  to  W.  yrns  made  of  a 
definite  number  of  acres,  eighteen  of  which  were  to  be  made 
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up  by  defendant's  having  a  thirty-six-aere  tract,  in  which  he 
had  an  undivided  half  interest,  partitioned;  the  contract  pro- 
vided that  the  title  was  to  be  passed  on  by  W.'s  attorney;  the 
defendant  failed  to  have  the  partition  made,  stating  that  a 
division  line  had  been  adopted  by  him  and  his  co-tenant,  but 
there  was  no  evidence  of  this.  Held,  that  W.'s  refusal  to  per- 
form the  contract  on  account  of  the  failure  to  partition  being 
justified,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  his  commissions  of 
defendant.  Albritton  v.  First  Nat  Bk.,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  614, 
86  S.  W.  646. 

Sec.  609.    Partial    performance    entitles    broker    to    recover 
neither  on  contract  nor  on  quantum  meruit. 

Where  a  petition  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  counted 
on  an  express  contract  by  defendant  to  pay  a  certain  price,  if 
plaintiff  obtained  a  purchaser  for  the  entire  tract  of  timber 
land,  etc.,  and  the  evidence  disclosed  only  a  partial  perform- 
ance, plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit, 
Veatoh  v.  Norm/m,  309  Mo.  App.  387,  84  S.  W.  350;  Carpenter 
V.  Atlas  Imp.  Co.,  108  N.  Y.  S.  547,  123  App.  Div.  706.  See 
also  Sec.  935.    Mechera  on  Ag.  Sec.  635. 

Sec.  510.    Agent  in  charge  of  real  estate,  securing  responsible 
tenant^  entitled  to  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit. 

A  complaint  alleged  that  plaintiffs  were  employed  to  take 
charge  of  defendant's  real  estate,  as  agent  to  rent  the  same 
and  collect  the  rents;  that  they  performed  their  part  of  the 
contract  by  procuring  responsible  tenants  for  the  property, 
that  defendant  revoked  their  contract  of  agency,  without  com- 
pensating them  for  their  services.  Heldf  that,  treating  the  ac- 
tion as  on  a  quaninm  meruit  for  services  on  a  contract  per- 
formed by  plaintiffs,  the  complaint  was  sufficient.  Netv  Kana- 
wha Coal  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Wright,  163  Ind.  529,  72  N.  E.  550; 
Lochhart  v.  Hamlin,  190  N.  Y.  132,  82  N.  E.  1094. 

Sec.  611.    On  principal  selling,  broker  could  recover  for  ser- 
vices on  a  quantum  meruit. 

•  Where,  after  defendant  had  employed  plaintiff  to  sell  cer- 
tain standing  timber  at  s-^eoi'^ed  ^ri-o  and  terms,  he  availed 
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himself  of  plaintiff's  services  and  sold  the  timber  to  an  employe 
of  the  person  with  whom  plaintiff  had  been  negotiating  on 
different  terms,  plaintiff  was  entitled,  in  an  action  on  his  con- 
tract, to  join  a  prayer  for  a  recovery  of  the  reasonable  value 
of  the  services,  and  recover  on  a  qunntum  meruit,  McDonald 
V.  Cabiness,  100  Tex.  615,  98  S,  W.  943,  affirmed  102  S.  W.  720. 
Compare  Johnson  v.  Va.  &  Car.  Lumber  Co.,  163  F.  249,  89 
C.  C.  A.  632 ;  Smith  v.  Va.  &  Car.  Lumber  Co.,  163  P.  249,  89 
C.  C.  A.  632. 

Sec.  612.    Principal  selling  for  less  than  a^^ed  price,  broker 
entitled  to  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit. 

An  agent  under  a  contract  with  his  principal  was  to  receive 
all  in  excess  of  a  stipulated  price  for  which  certain  timber 
sold,  provided  he  obtained  a  purchaser  at  a  price  considerably 
in  excess  of  the  minimum  price  stipulated,  but  the  principal 
sold  the  timber  on  different  terms  than  those  agreed  upon  in 
the  contract.  Heldf  that  the  agent  having  procured  the  pur- 
chaser was  entitled  to  recover  on  a  quantxcm  meruit,  although 
the  principal  had  changed  the  terms  of  the  sale  as  provided 
for  in  the  contract.  McDonald  v.  Cahiness,  100  Tex.  615,  102 
S.  W,  720;  8chult2  V.  Zelmar  (Tex.  Civ,  App.  '08),  111  S.  W. 
776. 

Sec.  513.    In  the  absence  of  an  express  contract  broker  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  may  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit. 

A  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  real  estate  is  entitled 
to  such  commissions  as  are  usual  for  procuring  a  purchaser 
for  property  of  similar  character  and  value,  unless  a  different 
compensation  is  agreed  upon.  Walker  v.  Baldwin,  106  Md.  619, 
68  A.  25;  Hollis  v.  W$ston.  156  Mass.  357,  31  N.  E.  483;  Hart- 
man  V.  Warner,  75  Conn.  197,  52  A.  719;  Lansing  v.  Johnson, 
18  Neb.  174,  24  N.  W.  726;  Baer  v.  Koch,  21  N.  Y.  S.  974,  2 
Misc.  334;  Harrel  v.  Zimpleman,  66  Tex.  292,  17  S.  W.  478; 
PhUlips  V.  Boberts,  90  111.  492. 

Sec.  613a.    In  absence  of  fixed  rate  measure  of  broker's  com- 
pensation the  value  of  the  service  rendered. 

Upon  a  suit  by  a  broker  to  recover  ordinary  commissions  for 
effecting  the  sale  of  a  colliery,  it  appeared  that  commissioDS 
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ranged  from  five  to  twenty-five  per  cent.  Held,  in  the  absence 
of  evidence  of  a  uniform  custom  or  usage,  that  the  measure 
of  plaintiff's  compensation  should  be  the  value  of  the  service 
rendered.  Poits  v.  Aechtcr^nachi,  93  Pa.  St.  138.  See  also  Sec. 
587. 

Sec.  614.    Demand  by  broker  for  $10,000  to  release  lien  de- 
feated his  right  to  commissions. 

Complainant's  agent  executed  an  agreement  in  her  name,  with- 
out her  authority,  giving  defendant  the  exclusive  right  to  pur- 
chase or  sell  a  farm  for  a  period  of  one  year  for  $20,000,  and 
in  case  defendant  did  not  exercise  his  right  to  purchase,  but 
sold  the  property  he  was  to  receive  two  per  cent,  on  the  $20,000, 
and  all  the  farm  sold  for  above  such  sum  as  compensation  for 
his  services;  defendant  procured  a  prospective  purchaser  to 
whom  he  offered  the  farm  for  $20,000,  but  the  purchaser  de- 
clined to  buy  at  that  price,  and  subsequently  made  a  contract 
with  complainant  to  purchase  the  farm  for  $22,500;  as  soon 
as  defendant  discovered  the  purchaser  was  dealing  direct  with 
the  owner,  defendant  filed  his  contract  for  record,  claiming  an 
option  for  $20,000,  and  refused  to  release  the  same  unless  he 
was  paid  $10,000.  Held,  that  such  act  clouded  the  title  and 
justified  the  purchaser's  refusal  to  complete  the  sale,  depriving 
defendant  of  the  right  to  commissions.  Woolf  v.  Sullivan,  224 
lU.  509,  79  N.  E.  646.    See  also  Sec.  290. 

See.  616.    First  broker  held  to  have  the  right  to  conunissions 
by  second's  relinquishment. 

Where  M.,  who  was  to  receive  a  commission  for  a  sale  of  B.'s 
land,  turned  over  the  sale  of  the  land  to  L.,  agreeing  that  L. 
should  have  the  commissions  therefor,  to  which  B.  consented 
before  a  sale  was  made,  L.,  on  selling  the  land,  was  not  entitled 
to  a  commission  as  the  assignee  of  M.,  but  because  he,  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  B.,  sold  the  land  after  M.  had  waived 
his  right  to  do  so,  Munson  v.  Mabon,  135  Iowa,  335,  112  N.  W. 
775. 

Sec.  616a.    Waiver  of  variance  in. contract  by  acquiescence. 

Though  the  taking  of  notes  payable  on  or  before  maturity 
was  a  technical  variation  from  authority  to  sell  on  time  at  a 
specified  rate  of  interest,  the  vendor  waived  his  right  when, 
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on  seeking  time  for  delivery  of  possession,  he  wrote  to  his  broker 
that  everything  else  would  be  all  right.  Watkins  v.  Thomas 
(Mo.  App.  10),  124  S.  W.  1063. 

Sec.  616.    If  authority  to  secure  a  purchaser  is  revocable, 
broker  finding  after  barred  commissions. 

By  the  statement  of  a  real  estate  owner  to  a  broker  that  if 
the  latter  or  any  one  else  could  secure  a  purchaser  for  the  land 
by  a  certain  date,  on  terms  specified,  the  land  might  go,  gives 
the  broker  nothing  more  than  a  revocable  authority  binding  the 
owner  to  pay  commissions  only  in  case  a  purchaser  is  foimd 
before  revocation,  and  is  not  an  agreement  that  the  agency 
shall  continue  until  the  date  specified.  Milligan  v.  Owe7i,  123 
Iowa,  285,  98  N.  W.  792;  Kam  v.  Dawson.  52  Wash.  411,  100 
P.  837. 

Sec.  517.    If  the  customer  reserves  the  right  to  withdraw  from 
the  transaction  if  title  bad,  if  exercised,  bars  commissions. 

If  the  customer  reserves  the  privilege  to  withdraw  from  the 
transaction,  in  case  he  finds,  upon  examination,  that  the  title 
is  bad,  the  broker. is  not  entitled  to  a  commission  upon  the  cus- 
tomer's refusal,  by  the  exercise  of  the  reserved  privilege,  to 
make  the  purchase  for  that  reason.  Condict  v.  Cowdrey,  139 
N.  Y.  S.  273,  34  N.  E.  781 ;  West  v.  Stoeckel  6  Ohio  Dec.  (Rep.) 
1082,  10  Am.  L.  Rec.  309;  Blankenship  v.  Ryerson,  50  Ala,  426; 
Gilchrist  v.  Clarke,  86  Tenn.  583,  8  S.  W.  572 ;  Carter  v.  Ear- 
rell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  118  S.  W.  1139. 

Sec.  518.    Unless  exclusive  rival  broker  not  entitled  to  com- 
missions on  sale  by  the  other. 

Unless  real  estate  brokers  had  the  exclusive  right  to  make 
a  sale  of  certain  property,  they  were  not  entitled  to  a  commis- 
sion if  the  sale  was  made  by  some  one  else,  even  though  they 
secured  a  purchaser.  Rothevherger  v.  Turner,  30  Ky.  L.  R. 
1018,  99  S.  W.  1150;  Hennings  v.  Persom,  108  Va,  1,  61  S.  E. 
866;  Mueller  v.  Bell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  117  S.  W.  993. 

Sec.  619.    Broker  and  sub-agent  stand  in  similar  relations  as 
to  compensation  as  do  principal  and  agent 

A  real  estate  broker  and  his  sub-agent  stand  relatively  in 
the  same  position,  with  reference  to  the  right  to  compensation. 
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as  do  the  principal  and  the  broker.  L(  onard  v.  Boheris,  20 
Colo.  88,  36  P.  880;  Olsen  v.  Jordan.  38  xMinn.  466.  38  N.  W. 
485;  Warren  Com,  d'  Inv.  Vo,  v.  Ihdl,  120  :\Io.  App.  432,  f)6 
S.  W.  1038:  Parkf.r  v.  M(rrvll  173  INlass.  301,  53  X.  E.  913; 
Whiting  v.  Sai/ndcrs.  51  X.  Y.  S.  211.  23  Misc.  332;  Wcinstdn 
V.  Gohiing,  40  X.  Y.  R.  680,  17  :\Iisc.  613;  Kastland  v.  Manrf/. 
36  Tex.  Civ.  App.  147,  81  S.  AV.  574;  RIakr  v.  Austrn.  33  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  112,  75  S.  AV.  571:  7.  B.  Wafkin's  Ld.  Mfgf.  rv  v. 
Thctford  fTex.  C.  A.  '06^,  06  S.  W.  72;  BarihrlJ  v.  Prtrr,  M 
Wis.  316.  60  X.  W.  420:  Madhr  v.  Pnzorski,  124  Wis.  477, 
102  X.  W.  892;  MrClraru  v.  Willis,  35  Wash.  696,  77  V.  1073. 

Sec.  520.    Sub-agent  entitled  to  shaxe  in  commissions  though 
he  violated  instructions. 

The  faet  that  a  snl>-ajrent  in  his  Hrst  negotiations  with  the 
eastomer  violates  the  instrnetions  of  the  owner  to  the  atrent 
hy  askins:  more  than  the  priee  fixed,  will  not  estop  him  from 
elaiminff  a  share  of  the  eommissions  voluntarily  paid  to  Iho 
ajrent  on  the  sale  of  the  land,  as  the  ownt^r  alone  could  com- 
plain Ufxm  that  eround.  I^us^dl  v.  Andrea,  79  Wis.  108,  4S 
X.  W.  117. 

Sec.  520a.    Broker  liable  to  sub-agent  though  property  on  sale 
found  not  to  belong  to  vendor. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  sell  land,  who  aprrees  to  pay 
another  broker  a  commission,  if  he  procurers  a  pnrcha.ser  there- 
for, is  liable  for  the  conunissicm  if  a  purchaser  is  [>rocured, 
thousrh  he  afterwards  discovers  that  tlie  land  is  not  the  prop- 
erty of  the  principal.  Barthrl  v.  Peter,  88  Wis.  316,  60  X. 
W.  429.    See  also  See.  519. 
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sions not  affected  by 
owner's  suppositions. 

529.  Broker's  erroneous  advice  as 

to  liability  for  sewer  tax 
defeated  right  to  commis- 
sions. 

530.  Broker  failing  to  name  pur- 

chaser in  telegram  to  prin- 
cipal  does  not  defeat  com- 
missions. 

531.  Where     vendor     sought     to 

vary  terms,  and  purchaser 
refused    to    take,    broker 
entitled  to  commissions. 
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SECnON. 

532.  Broker  entitled  to  commis- 

sions on  bringing  parties 
together,  though  they  con- 
tract on  different  terms. 

533.  On  making  a  sale  defect  in 

the  title  does  not  deprive 
broker  of  right  to  com- 
missions. 

534.  Where     customer     exercises 

right  to  withdraw  if  title 
defective,  broker  barred 
commissions. 

535.  Where    broker    is    to    have 

part  of  the  profits  on  the 
sale,  not  entitled  where 
it  fails  by  defect  in  title. 

536.  Payment  of  commissions  to 

broker  may  depend  on  the 
transfer  of  title. 

537.  Broker  not  entitled  to  commis- 

sions where  customer  re- 
fused to  complete  pur- 
chase on  account  of  a  sup- 
posed defect  in  the  title. 

538.  Whether    principal    or    an- 

other holds  the  title,  bro- 
ker on  producing  buyer 
entitled  to  commissions. 

530.  Where  sale  defeated  by  want 
of  title,  which  he  know, 
broker  barred  commis- 
sions. 

540.  Ignorance  of  contract  by 
holder  of  record  title  did 
not  defeat  broker's  right 
to  commissions. 
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SECTION. 

541.  Where  broker  produced  pur- 

chaser and  sale  failed  by 
a  dispute  over  taxes,  bro- 
ker barred  commissions. 

542.  After  memorandum  contract 

signed,  and  purchaser  re- 
fused to  pay  water  tax, 
broker  entitled  to  com- 
missions. 


SECTION. 

543.  Unavailing    efforts    to    per- 

form do  not  entitle  broker 
to  commissions. 

544.  To  entitle  broker  to  commis- 

sions for  sale  his  negotia- 
tions must  be  uninterrupt- 
ed. 

545.  Undisclosed  agreement  to  di- 

vide commissions  with 
purchaser  does  not  bar 
broker's  right  thereto. 


Sec.  521.    Sub-agent  entitled  to  cofinmisBion  for  sale  made 
after  revocation  of  authority. 

Where  the  owner  of  real  property  employed  an  agent  to  find 
a  purchaser  therefor,  and  the  latter,  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  but  without  the  owner's  knowledge,  employed  a  bro- 
ker for  the  same  purpose,  and  the  owner  revoked  the.  authority 
given  to  the  agent,  and  the  broker  afterward,  without  notice 
of  the  revocation,  found  a  purchaser,  it  was  held  that  the  bro- 
ker could  recover  commissions  from  the  owner.  Lamson  v. 
Sims,  48  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  281.  Compare  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec. 
197. 

Sec.  622.    SulMigent  donied  recovery  of  unlawful  commifisions. 

A  broker  procured  a  customer  for  another  broker,  with  the 
understanding  that  the  latter  should  charge  for  procuring  a 
loan  of  money  at  a  rate  prohibited  by  statute,  and  that  such 
commissions  should  be  divided.  Heldf  that  suit  would  not  lie 
in  behalf  of  the  former  broker  for  his  share  of  such  commis- 
sions against  the  latter  broker  to  whom  they  had  been  paid 
by  the  customer.  Gregory  v.  Wilson,  36  N.  J.  L.  315.  Compare 
Sec.  497. 

Sec.  523.    Typical  cases  in  which  the  sub-agent  was  held  en- 
titled to  recover  share  of  commissions. 

The  owner  of  certain  real  estate  of  one  hundred  acres  in 
extent  placed  the  same  in  the  hands  of  defendants  with  au- 
thority to  sell  it  for  him  at  the  rate  of  $4,000  per  acre;  that 
thereafter  defendants  employed  plaintiffs  to  find  a  purchaser 
at  the  rate  of  $4,250  per  acre ;  that  plaintiffs  found  parties  who 
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wore  ready  and  willins:  to  piirfhase  n[)on  the  terms  mentioned; 
tluit  thereiifter  an  airreenient  was  executed  whereby  defendants 
promised  to  pay  phiintiffs  a  commission  of  $5,000;  that  there- 
after the  sale  in  (piestion  was  consummated  and  the  defend- 
ants received  and  accepted  from  the  purchasers  their  share  of 
the  purchase  money  from  such  sah\  amount  ins:  in  moM(\v.  notes 
and  other  property  to  more  than  $10,000.  Tlrhl,  that  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover.  OJsf  n  v.  Jordan,  ^>>  ^I'mn.  460.  '^8  X. 
W.  485:  Warroi  Com.  cO  Inv.  Co.  v.  Hull  120  :\ro.  App.  482, 
96  S.  W.  1038;  Murplv;  v.  TliVhridlr,  132  Towa,  114.  109  X.  AV. 
471  ;  Prov.  Trust  Co.  v.  Darravnh.  168  Tnd.  29,  78  X.  E.  1030; 
•  Taijlor  V.  Barhoxir,  90  :\riss.  ^88,  44  S.  988. 

Sec.  524.    Sub-agent  not  entitled  to  recover  of  his  principal 
for  sale  made  at  reduced  price. 

A  hroker  for  the  sale  of  lands  who  agreed  to  pay  other  bro- 
kers a  certain  sum  out  of  his  own  commissions,  if  they  sold 
at  a  certain  price,  but  who  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  as  such 
brokers  knew,  is  not  liable  to  them  for  commissions  on  a  sale  at 
a  less  i)rice.  Mliitcomb  v.  Dickinson,  169  Mass.  16.  47  X.  E.  426. 
S(H»  also  Sec.  422. 

Sec.  525.     Sub-agent  entitled  to  commissions,  though  he  failed 
to  give  the  name  of  purchaser. 

Where,  in  an  action  on  a  contract  for  division  of  broker's 
commissions,  there  was  evidence  that  defendant  sold  the  prop- 
erty to  the  purchaser  secured  by  plaintiff,  in  accordance  with 
the  contract  betwcMm  them  for  a  division  of  commissions,  and 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  defendant  knew  that  plaintiff  had 
procured  a  purchas(»r,  it  was  immaterial  that  plaintiff  failed 
to  impart  to  defendant,  prior  to  the  sale.  th(»  name  of  the  i>er- 
son  \nth  whom  i)laintiff  luid  ])een  neo:()tiatinsr.  and  to  whom 
the  pro[)erty  was  subsequently  sold.  McCUar]}  v.  Willis.  3') 
Wash.  676,  77  P.  1073:  Frist  v.  Jerolomen  fX.  J.  Err.  &  App. 
'10),  75  A.  751.     See  also  Sees.  487.  530. 

Sec.  526.    Broker  selling  to  railroad  instead  of  to  syndicate 
entitled  to  commissions. 

A  broker  who  is  promisc^d  a  eomniission  for  sellinji  a  street 
ear  line  to  a  certain  syndicate  is  entitled  to  a  commission  on 
effecting  such  sale  to  a  railroad  company  organized  by  the  s>ni- 
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dieate,  aiid  the  fa«t  that  such  company  wai  not  duly  incor- 
porated is  no  defense.  Smith  v.  Mayfield,  60  111.  App.  266. 
Compare  Graves  v.  Horton,  38  Minn.  66,  35  N.  W.  568. 

Sec.  527.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  though  sale  other 
than  that  contemplated. 

To  recover  on  a  contract  providing  for  payment  for  services 
for  promoting  the  sale  of  a  street  railway,  on  the  conclusion 
of  *'any  trade'*  with  the  prospective  vendee,  it  is  immaterial 
that  the  trade  finally  consummated  was  not  the  negotiation 
pending  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made.  Alexander  v. 
Wakeiield  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  69  S.  W.  77.    See  Sec.  532. 

Sec.  528.    Broker's    right   to    commissions    not    affected   by 
owners'  suppositions. 

The  fact  that  defendant  sold  to  a  person  who  he  thought 
was  purchasing  for  himself  and  not  for  the  church,  does  not 
affect  plaintiff's  right  to  his  commissions,  where,  after  learn- 
ing that  the  purchase  was  for  the  church,  defendant  conveyed 
it,  when  he  might  have  avoided  the  contract.  McKnight  v. 
Thayer,  21  N.  Y.  S.  440;  Bach  v.  Emerich,  35  N.  Y.  Super. 
Ct.  548. 

Sec.  529.    Broker's  erroneous  advice  as  to  liability  for  sewer 
tax  defeated  right  to  commissions. 

A  broker  was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate ; 
he  proQured  a  purchaser  who  contracted  for  the  purchase  there- 
of; the  owner  executed  a  warranty  deed  conveying  the  prem- 
ises to  the  purchaser;  the  deed  was  not  delivered  and  the  pur- 
chase price  paid  over,  because  of  the  refusal  of  the  owner  to 
pay  the  cost  of  sewer  tax  bills  which  would  be  subsequently 
issued,  the  construction  of  the  sewer  being  in  progress  during 
the  transactions;  the  attorney  of  the  broker  erronously  advised 
that  the  owner  was  liable  for  the  tax  bills.  Held,  that  the  bro- 
ker was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v- 
Niggeman,  119  Mo.  App.  56,  96  S.  W.  293. 

Sec.  530.    Broker  failing  to  name  purchaser  in  telegram  to 
principal  does  not  defeat  commissions. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  effect  a  sale  has  found  a  pur- 
chaser willing  to  buy  upon  the  terms  named,  and  of  suflScient 
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responsibility,  he  is  entitled  to  the  commissions,  although  in  the 
telegram  announcing  the  sale  he  did  not  name  the  purchaser. 
Duclos  V.  Cun^ningham,  102  N.  Y.  678,  6  N.  E.  790.  Compare 
Sees.  241,  525. 

Sec.  631.    Where  vendor  sought  to  vary  terms,  and  purchaser 
refused  to  take,  broker  entitled  to  commissions. 

Evidence  in  an  action  for  broker's  commissions  held  suflScient 
to  show  that  he  procured  a  purchaser  on  the  terms  named  by 
defendant,  and  that  the  purchaser  refused  to  enter  into  a  con- 
tract because  defendant  soujrht  to  vary  the  terms.  Milne  v. 
Ingersoll  Spgmnt  Drill  Co,.  104  N.  T.  S.  1053,  120  App.  Div. 
465 ;  Millan  v.  Porter,  31  Mo.  x\pp.  563 ;  Buckingham  v.  Harris, 
10  Colo.  455,  15  Pac.  817;  Smith  v.  Fairchild,  7  Colo.  510,  4  P. 
757 ;  Finley  v.  Dyer,  79  Mo.  App.  604 ;  McQuillen  v.  Carpenter, 
f2  N.  Y.  App.  Div.  5f)5,  76  R.  556 ;  Beebe  v.  Ranger.  35  N.  T. 
Super.  Ct.  452;  Gorman  v.  Scholle.  13  Daly,  516;  Michaelis  v. 
Ruffmann,  76  N.  Y.  S.  973,  37  Misc.  830:  Hdlprin  v.  Schachne, 
57  N.  Y.  S.  735,  27  Misc.  195;  Hattenback  v.  Gundersheimsr, 
13  N.  Y.  S.  814. 

Sec.  632.    Broker  entitled  to  commissions  on  bringing  parties 
together,  though  they  contract  on  different  terms. 

A  land  owner  can  not  avail  himself  of  the  services  of  an 
agent  who  procured  a  purchaser,  to  effect  a  sale  himself  to  such 
purchaser,  and  thereby  deprive  the  agent  of  his  commissions, 
nor  can  he  merely  to  save  the  commissions  agreed  to  be  paid 
to  the  agent,  effect  such  sale  at  a  small  reduction  from  the 
price  at  which  the  a^ent  was  authorized  to  find  a  purchaser, 
or  make  immaterial  changes  in  the  terms  of  the  sale.  Crook 
V.  Forst,  116  Ala.  395,  22  S.  540;  Knowles  v.  Harvey,  10  Colo. 
App.  9,  52  P.  46;  Bryan  v.  Abert.  3  App.  Cas.  CD.  O  180; 
Henry  v.  Stewart,  185  111.  448,  57  N.  E.  190;  Snyder  v.  Fearer, 
87  111.  App.  275;  Lipslejf  v.  Holridge,  71  HI.  App.  652;  Adams 
V.  Decker,  34  111.  Anr>.  17;  Lawrence  v.  Atwood.  1  Til.  Anp. 
217;  McFarland  v.  Lillard.  2  Tnd.  Anp.  160.  28  N.  E.  229:  Welch 
V.  Young  (Iowa  Sup.  '99),  79  N.  W.  59;  Marlott  v.  Elliott.  69 
Kan.  477,  77  P.  104;  Coleman  v.  Meade.  13  Bush.  (Ky.)  358; 
Woods  V.  Stephens,  46  Mo.  555 ;  Henderson  v.  Mace,  64  Mo.  App. 
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393;  0 'Toole  v.  Txicker,  40  N.  Y.  S.  695,  17  Misc.  554;  Jones 
V.  Henry,  36  N.  Y.  S.  483,  15  Misc.  151 ;  Keys  v.  Johnson,  68 
Pa.  St.  42 ;  HunUman  v.  Arendt,  16  S.  D.  465,  93  N.  W.  653 ; 
Evans  v.  Gay,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  442,  74  S.  W.  575 ;  Bieger  v. 
Bigger,  29  Mo.  App.  421;  Corbal  v.  Beards  92  Iowa,  360,  60 
N.  W.  636;  Lestrade  v.  Perrara,  6  La.  Ann.  398.  See  Sees. 
527,  68. 

Sec.  533.    On  making  a  sale  defect  in  the  title  does  not  de- 
prive the  broker  of  right  to  commissions. 

A  broker  employed  to  eflEect  a  sale  or  lease  of  property,  or 
employed  to  effect  a  loan  on  the  security  of  real  estate,  who 
acts  in  good  faith,  is  entitled  to  the  commission,  although  the 
transaction  fails  of  consummation  because  of  a  real  or  alleged 
defect  in  the  principal's  title,  if  the  broker  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  defect  in  the  title  at  the  time  of  finding  the  customer. 
Clark  V.  H,  G.  Thompson  Co.,  75  Conn.  161,  52  A.  720 ;  Phelps 
V.  Preusch,  83  Cal.  626,  23  P.  1111;  Middleton  v.  Findle,  25 
Cal.  76;  Martin  v.  Ede,  103  Cal.  157,  37  P.  199;  Smith  v. 
Schiele,  93  Cal.  144,  28  P.  857 ;  Dotson  v.  MiUikin,  27  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  500;  Attix  V.  Phelan,  5  Iowa,  336;  Davis  v.  Lawrence, 
52  Kan.  383,  34  P.  1051;  Bemingion  v.  Sellers,  8  Kan.  App. 
806,  57  P.  551 :  Gomhart  v.  Beutschler,  72  111.  535;  Fitzpatrick 
V.  Oilson,  176  Mass.  477,  57  N.  E.  1000 ;  Toombs  v.  'Alexander, 
101  Mass.  255;  Peet  v.  Sherwood,  43  Minn.  447,  45  N.  W.  859; 
Gauthier  v.  West,  45  Minn.  192,  47  N.  W.  656;  Boberts  v. 
Kinnons,  65  Miss.  332,  3  S.  736;  Fullerton  v.  Carpenter,  97 
Mo.  App.  197,  71  S.  W.  98 ;  Bnice  v.  Wolfe,  102  Mo.  App.  384, 
76  S.  W.  723;  Christensen  v.  Woolley,  41  Mo.  App.  53;  Ger- 
hart  V.  Peck,  42  Mo.  App.  644 ;  Holly  v.  Gosling,  3  E.  D.  Smith 
(N.  Y.),  262;  Egan  v.  Kiefordorf,  38  N.  Y.  S.  81,  16  Misc.  385; 
Finck  V.  Biner,  81  N.  Y.  S.  625,  40  Misc.  218 ;  Doty  v.  Miller, 
43  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  529;  Cusack  v.  Aikman,  87  K  Y.  S.  940,  93 
App.  Div.  579;  Strout  v.  Kenney,  107  N.  Y.  S.  92;  Cox  v. 
Hawke,  93  N.  Y.  S.  1117;  Morgan  v.  Calvert,  110  N.  Y.  S.  855, 
126  App.  Div.  327 ;  Middleton  v.  Thompson,  163  Pa.  St.  112,  29 
A.  796;  McLaughlan  v.  Wheeler,  1  S.  D.  497,  47  N.  W.  816; 
Sweeney  v.  Ten  Mile  Oil  &  Gas  Co,,  130  Pa.  St.  193,  18  A.  612; 
Cheatham  v.  Tarbrough,  90  Tenn.  77,  15  S.  W.  1076;  Parker 
V.  Walker,  86  Tenn.  566,  8  S.  W.  391 ;  Berg  v.  San  Antonio  St. 
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R.  Co.,  17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  291,  42  S.  W.  647,  43  S.  W.  929 
(T.  C.  A.  '98),  47  S.  W.  921;  Hamherger  v.  Thomas  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '09),  118  S.  W.  770;  Conldin  v.  Krakauer,  70  Tex.  735, 
11  S.  W.  117;  Green  v.  it/oa.?,  38  L.  T.  R.  X.  S.  (Eng  )  584; 
GodUij  V.  Baley,  27  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  606;  Bankers'  Loan  &  Inv. 
Co.  V.  Spindle,  108  Va.  426,  625  E.  266 ;  Pinkerton  v.  Hudson, 
113  S.  W.  35  (Ark.  Sup.  '08). 

The  broker's  commissions  do  not  depend  upon  the  title  of 
his  customer,  whether  defective  or  whether  he  has  any  title. 
Jenkins  v.  Hollingsworih,  83  111.  App.  139;  Carnes  v.  Howard^ 
180  Mass.  569,  63  N.  E.  122;  Roche  v.  SmitJi,  176  Mass.  595, 
58  N.  E.  152,  51  L.  R.  A.  510;  Knapp  v.  Wallacjc,  41  N.  T.  497. 

Sec.  534.    Where  customer  exercises  right  to  withdraw  if  title 
defective,  broker  barred  commissions. 

It  has  been  held  that  if  a  customer  reserves  the  privilege  to 
withdraw  from  the  transaction  in  case  he  finds  the  title  de- 
fective upon  examination,  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  com- 
missions upon  the  refusal  for  that  reason,  by  the  customer,  ex- 
ercising the  reserved  right,  to  complete  the  purchase.  Condici 
V.  Cowdrey,  139  N.  Y.  273,  34  N.  E.  l%\'^Crockeit  v.  Grayson, 
98  Va.  354,  36  S.  E.  477;  Blankenship  v.  Ryerson,  50  Ala.  426; 
Gilchrist  v.  Clarke,  86  TenP.  583,  8  S.  ^.  572;  Johnson  v.  SuU 
ton  (Miss.  Sup.  "W\  49  S.  970;  Arthur  v.  Porter  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  127.    See  also  Sec.  225. 

Sec.  635.    Where  broker  is  to  have  part  of  the  profits  on  the 
sale,  not  entitled  where  it  fails  by  defect  in  title. 

Where  a  broker  agrees  to  sell  land  upon  condition  that  the 
owner  shall  first  make  $500  out  of  the  sale,  the  broker  to  have 
the  rest  of  the  profit  as  his  commissions,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
the  commission  for  merely  finding  a  purchaser,  upon  a  sale  to 
such  purchaser  falling  through  on  account  of  a  defect  in  the 
title.  Seattle  Land  Co.  v.  Day.  2  Wash.  451,  27  P.  74.  Compare 
Druker  v.  Gunn,  41  Kan.  496,  21  P.  637.    See  also  Sec.  630. 

Sec.  B36.    Pajrment  of  commissions  to  broker  may  depend  on 
the  transfer  of  title. 

Where  a  broker's  commissions  were  not  to  be  paid  for  until 
and  unless  title  passed  and  the  purchaser  failed  to  complete 
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his  purchase,  no  right  to  commissions  accrued.  Fittiohauer  v. 
Van  Wtjck,  92  N.  Y.  S.  2A1;  Cooper  v.  O'Neill,  103  N.  Y.  S.  122, 
53  Misc.  319. 

Sec.  537.  Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  where  customer 
refused  to  complete  purchase  on  account  of  a  supposed 
defect  in  the  title. 

A  land  agent  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  or  compensation 
for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  a  plantation,  when  it  is  shown 
that  the  intended  purchaser  declined  to  complete  the  contract, 
without  fault  or  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  principal,  on  account 
of  a  supposed  defect  in  the  title.  BlnnJcrnship  v.  Ryerson,  50 
Ala.  426 ;  Oilchrist  v.  Clark,  86  Tenn.  563,  8  S.  W.  572 ;  Sim- 
rail  V.  Arthur,  13  Ky.  L.  R.  (abst.)  682;  Pfang  v.  Humberg,  30 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  711. 

Sec.  638.  Whether  principal  or  another  holds  the  title,  broker 
on  producing  buyer  entitled  to  commissions. 

^  Where  one  employs  a  real  estate  agent  to  find  a  purchaser 
for  property  which  he  represents  as  his  own,  and  on  the  agent 
producing  a  purchaser,  ready,  able  and  willing  to  pay  the  price, 
refuses  to  complete  the  sale,  he  is  liable  to  the  agent  in  an 
action  for  the  usual  commissions,  whether  the  property  belongs 
to  him  or  to  another.  Stanton  v.  Banres,  72  Kan.  541,  84  P. 
116 ;  Cook  V.  Piatt,  126  Mo.  App.  553,  104  S.  W.  1131. 

Sec.  B39.  Where  sale  defeated  by  want  of  title,  which  he 
knew,  broker  barred  commissions. 

Where  the  broker  knew  that  the  principal  held  only  a  mort- 
gagee's interest  in  the  property,  and  might  not  be  able  to 
obtain  title  by  foreclosure,  the  broker  could  not  recover  com- 
missions for  negotiations  which  were  not  completed  because  the 
principal  did  not  obtain  title  throueh  such  proceedings.  Cor- 
lin  V.  Mechanics'  (t  Traders'  Bank,  106  N.  Y.  S.  573,  121  App. 
Div.  744;  Montgomery  v.  Amster  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W. 
307. 

Sec.  540.  Ignorance  of  contract  by  holder  of  record  title  did 
not  defeat  broker's  right  to  commissions. 

Where  defendant,  having  an  option  on  land,  put  it  in  the 
hands  of  plaintiffs,  real  estate  agents,  to  trade,  and  they  traded 
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it  with  one  who,  as  well  as  defendant,  to  the  knowledge  of 
both,  had  agreed  to  pay  the  commissions,  their  right  to  recover 
a  commission  of  defendant  is  not  aflPeeted  by  the  fact  that  the 
owners  of  the  record  title  of  defendant's  land,  with  whom  plain- 
tiff claimed  no  contractual  relations,  did  not  know  of  the  agree- 
ment as  to  the  commission.  Cooh  v.  Plaits  126  Mo.  App.  553, 
104  S.  W.  1131. 

Sec.  541.    Where  broker  produced  a  purchaser  and  a  sale 
failed  by  a  dispute  over  taxes,  broker  barred  commissions. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  procuring  a  pur- 
chaser of  land,  where  the  principal  and  the  proposed  purchaser 
failed  to  consummate  the  sale  because  of  a  dispute  over  taxes. 
Outhman  v.  Meyer,  63  N.  Y.  S.  971,  31  Misc.  810.  See  also 
Sees.  465,  33. 

Sec.  642.    After  memorandum  contract  signed,  and  purchaser 
refused  to  pay  water  tax,  broker  entitled  to  commissions. 

Defendant  employed  plaintiff  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 
certain  property  at  a  specified  price;  plaintiff  secured  a  pur- 
chaser at  the  price;  defendant  received  a  payment  down  and 
signed  a  memorandum,  expressini?  the  conditions  of  the  agree- 
ment as  to  the  terms  and  time  of  signing  a  formal  contract, 
but  at  the  agreed  time  she  refused  to  sign  the  contract  because 
the  purchaser  would  not  pay  the  water  tax,  which  had  then 
become  a  lien  on  the  property.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  his  commissions.  Brand  v.  Nagle,  107  N.  Y.  S.  156,  122  App. 
D\v.  490. 

Sec.  643.    Unavailing  efforts  to  perform  do  not  entitle  a 
broker  to  commissions. 

A  broker  is  entitled  to  no  compensation  unless  a  bargain  be 
effected,  and  even  in  that  event  has  no  claim  for  reimbursement 
of  his  expenses.  Didem  v.  Duralde.  2  Rob.  (La.)  163;  Sker- 
burne  Land  Co.  v.  Ell,  92  Minn.  114,  99  N.  W.  419;  West  v. 
Demone.  128  Mich.  11,  87  N.  W.  95;  Shapiro  v.  Nadler,  99  N. 
Y.  S.  879,  51  Misc.  13;  Schane  v.  StorcK  107  N.  Y.  S.  26,  56 
Misc.  484;  Ball  v.  Dolan  (S.  D.  Sup.  '08),  114  N.  W.  998; 
Bailey  v.  Carlton,  43  Colo.  4,  95  P.  542 ;  English  v.  Wm.  George 
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Realty  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  117  S.  W.  996.    See  also  Sec. 
290. 


Sec.  544.    To  entitle  a  broker  to  comiiiissioxui  for  a  sale 
negotiations  mnst  be  nnintemipted. 

To  entitle  a  broker  to  commissions,  where  the  contract  con- 
cluded differs  from  that  which  the  broker  was  authorized  to 
negotiate,  the  negotiations  commenced  by  the  broker  must  have 
continued  uninterruptedly,  and  he  must  have  been  actively  in- 
strumental throughout  in  causing  the  parties  to  oonsummate  the 
transaction,  and  the  sale  made  was  satisfactory  to  the  owners. 
Woods  V.  Stephens,  46  Mo.  555;  Gold  v.  Sorrelh  26  N.  Y.  S. 
124. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  realty  for  a 
fixed  per  cent,  of  the  price,  not  specified,  opened  negotiations 
with  a  third  person  and  introduced  him  to  the  owner.  The 
third  person  never  made  any  offer  to  the  broker,  and  the  owner 
refused  to  give  the  third  person  any  price  or  terms,  because 
others  were  then  negotiating  for  the  property.  The  broker  made 
no  further  efforts  to  bring  the  parties  together.  Manv  months 
later  the  owner  contracted  a  sale  to  the  third  person.  Held, 
that  the  broker  was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Wheeler  v. 
Beers  (Colo.  Sup.   '09),  101  P.  758. 

Sec.  646.    Undisclosed  agreement  to  divide  commissions  with 
purchaser,  does  not  bar  broker's  right  thereto. 

An  agreement  by  real  estate  agents  to  divide  their  commis- 
sions with  the  purchaser  of  land,  made  without  the  knowledge 
of  their  principal,  does  not  affect  their  right  to  recover  the 
commissions  which  said  principal  agreed  to  pay.  Scott  v.  Lloyd, 
19  Colo.  401,  35  P.  733;  Lemov.  v.  Llojfd,  46  Mo.  At)t>.  452; 
Lawler  v.  Armstr&ng  (Wash.  Sup.  *09V  102  P.  775:  Chase  v. 
Veal  83  Tex.  333;  18  S.  W.  597;  Forst  v.  Farmer,  46  N.  Y.  S. 
903,  21  Misc.  64. 
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Sec.  546.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissionB  until  he  has  per* 
formed  his  undertaking. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  until  he  has  per- 
formed his  undertakinsr.  Ivif  Coal  Co.  v.  Long,  139  Ala.  535, 
36  So.  722 ;  Manby  v.  Turner,  13  Colo.  App.  358,  57  P.  862 ;  C» 
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ton  V.  Quimhih  178  :Mas.s.  153,  59  X.  E.  653,  52  L.  R.  A.  785; 
yVest  V.  Sfocch'cL  6  Ohio.  Dee.  (Rep.)  1082,  10  Am.  L.  R.  309; 
Ball  V.  Dolan^iS.  1).  Sup.  '08 \  114  N.  W.  998;  Wiggins  v.  Wil- 
son, 55  Fla.  346,  45  S.  1011. 

If  an  entirety  ])rok(»r  must  show  full  performanee,  as  a  con- 
dition precedent.     ^lechem  on  \<x.  See.  635. 

Sec.  546a.  In  some  States  recovery  may  be  had  for  partial 
performance  of  an  entire  contract  in  an  action  for  rea- 
sonable compensation  therefor. 

In  some  States  the  doctrine  of  qnanfum  meniit  prevails  to 
recover  on  failure  to  perform  an  entire  contract  the  reasonable 
value  of  the  services  rendered — IMichi^an,  Towa,  Nebraska, 
Kan.sas,  Texas,  Indiana,  Missouri  and  Mississippi.  ]Mechem  on 
Airency  Sec.  637. 

Sec.  547.  Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  procuring 
contract  subject  to  approval  which  is  withheld. 

A  broker  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission,  where  In-  procures  a 
contract  between  the  partitas  subject  to  approval,  and  that  ap- 
proval has  been  withlield.  Jlal})ri)i(  v.  Schaclnn ,  54  X.  Y.  S. 
1103,  25  Misc.  797:  Jlammoml  v.  CnnrfonJ,  66  Fed.  425,  14  C. 
C.  A.  109;  Hamlin  v.  Rchulfr,  31  :\Iinn.  4S6 :  Ginigh  v.  Coffin 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09\  120  S.  W.  210;  Olivrr  v.  Hatilfr,  233  111. 
536,  84  X.  E.  652.     See  retVrenc(»s  under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  547a.  Broker  entitled  to  commission  on  alternative  cour 
tract,  which  did  not  bind  the  buyer,  even  although  he 
approved  the  title. 

That  the  agreement  with  the  ])roker  was  in  the  alternative, 
and  did  not  bind  the  buyer  to  buy  evc^i  if  lie  approved  the 
title,  would  not  defeat  the  brok(»r\s  risrht  to  compensation,  since 
it  wa.s  the  faet  that  the  title  was  not  clear  to  the  purchaser 
that  defeated  the  sale.  Ifnmhprg^r  v.  Thomas  (Tex.  Sup.  'lOU 
126  S.  AV.  r>m. 

Sec.  548.  Broker  obtaining  purchaser  for  vested  remainder 
on  different  terms  barred  commissions. 

Wliere  plaintiff  was  emph)yed  to  sell  a  v<»st<^l  remainder 
owned  by  defendant  for  $55,000  net  to  the  defendant,  the  pur- 
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chaser  to  receive  $175,000  if  the  life  tenant  should  live  less 
than  ten  years,  and  $195,000  if  she  should  live  more  than  eleven 
years,  and  the  purchaser  to  be  required  to  reassign  to  the  d^ 
fendant  $10,000  if  the  life  tenant  should  die  within  eleven 
years,  $20,000,  if  within  ten  years,  $25,000,  if  within  nine  years, 
and  $28,000,  if  within  eicrht  years,  and  the  purchaser  accepted 
the  proposition  to  buy,  and  instead  of  $195,000,  with  certain 
contingent  sums  to  be  reassigned  on  the  deiath  of  the  life  tenant 
within  ten  years,  not  corresponding  to  those  provid'cd  in  the 
terms  of  the  contract  with  plaintiff,  he  was  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover the  agreed  compensation  for  his  services.  Header  v. 
Brottm,  102  N.  T.  S.  32,  116  App.  Div.  734.  See  references 
under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  549.    Broker  does  not  earn  commissions  if  contract  to 
be  void  if  first  pajrment  fails. 

A  broker  employed  to  effect  a  sale  does  not  earn  his  com- 
missions by  procuring  one  who  enters  into  a  contract  with  the 
principal  which  provides  that  the  contract  shall  be  void  if 
the  first  of  several  payments  of  the  price  is  not  paid  within 
the  stipulated  time.  Ramsey  v.  West,  31  Mo.  App.  676;  Jones 
V.  Eilenfelt,  28  Wash.  687,  69  P.  368.  See  references  under 
Sec.  307. 


Sec.  660.    Variance  as  to  name  of  ranch  sold  did  not  deprive 
broker  of  right  to  recover  commissions. 

"Where  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  com- 
missions, set  out  in  kaec  verba  the  written  contract,  which  spoke 
of  the  land  as  the  ** Abbey  Ranch,"  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff 
showed  where  the  land  was  situate  did  not  create  a  variance 
between  the  contract  set  out  and  the  one  pleaded  in  its  legal 
effect.    Hill  v.  McCoy,  1  Cal.  App.  159,  81  P   1015. 

Sec.  661.    Broker  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  .contract  too 
vague  for  enforcement  on  failure  of  customer  to  take. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  sell  property  procured  from  a 
prospective  purchaser  the  following  signed  memorandum:  ** I  au- 
thorize Mr.  M.  to  offer  $220,000  for  Mr.  K.'s  house,  comer  of 
Sixty-fourth  and  Fifth  Avenue,  July  27,  1894,  signed,  J.  T. 
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Martin."  Held,  that  it  was  at  most  a  provisional  proposition, 
leaving  unexpressed  essential  details,  and  was  too  vague  and 
uncertain  to  entitle  a  real  estate  broker  procuring  it  to  his  com- 
missions from  the  vendor,  where  the  proposed  purchaser  re- 
fused to  complete  the  sale.  Montgomery  v.  Knickerlacher,  50 
N.  Y.  S.  128,  27  App.  Div.  117.    See  also  Sec.  556. 

Bee.  552.    Withdrawal   of   land   from  sale   entitled  broker, 
under  contract,  to  compensation. 

By  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  employment  betw^een  the 
owners  of  land  and  a  broker,  commissions  became  due  upon 
withdlrawal  of  the  property  from  sale  within  a  certain  time. 
Held,  that  the  notice  recited  that  it  was  given  under  the  con- 
tract by  the  oivner  to  the  broker  not  to  sell  said  land,  that 
it  had  been  withdrawn  from  the  market  within  that  time, 
while  the  owner  was  repudiating  a  sale  by  the  broker,  was 
a  withdrawal  of  the  premises  from  sale  by  entitling  the  broker  to 
his  commissions,  not  as  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  but 
as  a  debt.  Maze  v.  Oordon,  96  Cal.  61,  30  P.  962;  Oamble  v. 
Cleveland  Cliffs  Iron  Co.,  158  Fed.  49,  89  C.  C.  A.  379.  Com- 
pare Sees.  132,  585. 

Sec.  563.    Withdrawal  and  sale  by  owner  in  good  faith  to  cus- 
tomer bars  broker's  commissions. 

A  real  estate  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  on  a  sale 
of  property  by  the  owner,  after  he  has  in  good  faith  with- 
drawn it  from  the  hands  of  the  broker,  at  a  time  when  no 
negotiations  are  pending,  though  the  sale  is  made  to  one  to 
whom  the  broker  made  an  efiPort  to  sell.  Stedman  v.  Richard- 
son, 100  Ky.  79,  18  Ky.  L.  R.  567,  37  S.  W.  259. 

Sec.  5M.    Principal  paying  commissions  to  broker  before  pur* 
chaser  withdrawing  can  not  recover  same. 

Where  a  principal  pays  a  broker  his  commission  before  the 
purchaser  withdraws  from  the  transaction,  the  broker  being 
entitled  thereto  will  retain  the  same.  Moore  v.  Irvi^i  (Ark.  Sup. 
'09),  116  S.  W.  662;  Conklin  v.  Krakauer,  70  Tex.  735,  11  S.  W. 
117;  Emerson  v.  Coddington,  55  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  336.    Except 
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when  the  broker  has  acted  in  bad  faith.     Luckwood  v.  Ilalsey, 
41   Kail.  166.  21  P.  98. 

Sec.  555.     Broker  entitled  to  commissions  where  sale  failed 
because  rights  of  two  heirs  were  not  acquired. 

Where  a  saU^  of  land  negotiated  by  plaintiff  for  defendant 
failed  because  the  record  did  not  show  that  the  defendant  had 
acquired  the  alk^ged  outstanding  interests  of  two  heirs  in  th^ 
land,  plaintiff's  risrht  to  recover  commissions  was  n')t  affected 
])y  the  fact  that  at  the  time  of  the  j)urcha.st'r's  refusal  to  accept 
title  there  was  a  will  in  existence  under  which  defendant  ac- 
(juired  full  title  to  tli<'  property,  and  of  which  will  none  of 
the  parties  had  knowl»Hlire.  Wravfr  v.  Birhanls.  144  Mich.  39'). 
108  X.  AV.  382,  6  L.  R.  A.  x.s.  "^rh,. 

Sec.  556.    Where  pxjrchaser  is  in  default,  broker  not  entitled 
to  commissions. 

A  contract  for  the  purchase  of  rc^al  estate  provided  that  the 
same  should  be  void,  at  the  will  of  the  vendor,  if  default  shonl'l 
be  made  by  the  vendee  in  completinsr  the  purchase  by  inaldni! 
tbe  future  cash  payments  and  executinc:  a  niortjraec*  for  the 
balance  of  the  purchase  price,  time  beinor  ^»f  the  essence  of  the 
contract.  jf^oOO  cash  paid  upon  tbe  executi(m  to  be  forfeited  hy 
tbe  vendee;  a  commissicm  contract  executed  at  the  same  tiine. 
provided  that  the  viu^or  would  i)ay  th^*  broker  a  certain  snni 
if  the  contract  of  j)nrchasc  should  be  performed  bv  makinii  th*' 
]>ayments  and  executiiiir  the  morttraire  as  ]>rovided.  TfiUL  tli:«t 
th(^  vendee  having?  failed  to  make  the  deferred  cash  payment^ 
and  to  execute  tbe  mort.iraLre.  the  vendor  having:  been  ready, 
willing  and  able  to  j)erform  the  contract  until  sneh  ^''' 
fault,  could  take  advantas^e  thereof,  cancel  the  contract.  «^" 
remove  tlie  cloud  fnmi  tbe  recr»rd  by  appn)priat:^  leeal  pr)ce<Hi- 
in^rs:  under  such  circumstances  the  coinmission  was  not  eai'n^^'' 
Vati  Xormnn  v.  Fifrhrft.  100  :\rinn.  145.  110  X.  W.  S^l.  ^^''' 
also  Sees.  179    511. 

Sec.  557.    When  commissions  are  earned  by  broker. 

Where  an  aerent.  eriven  authoritv  to  sell  land,  exercises  h^^ 
discretion   as  to  price,   examines  th(^   title,  and   fixes  the  P^'^ 
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and  terms,  he  may  employ  a  real  estate  broker  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser, and  a  sale  by  him  will  be  enforced,  if  he  was  required 
to  obtain  his  commission  in  addition  to  the  price  agreed  on,  al- 
though the  agent  may  have  been  requested  by  his  principal  not 
to  employ  a  sub-agent.  Renwick  v.  Bancroft,  56  Iowa,  527,  9 
N.  W.  367. 

One  for  whom  a  broker  assumes  to  act,  withbut  authority, 
may,  by  accepting  the  benefits  of  the  broker's  services,  ratify 
the  act,  and  so  make  himself  liable  for  compensation,  provided 
the  principal  does  so  with  knowledge  that  the  broker  assumed 
to  act  for  him  as  such.  Merrill  v.  Latham,  8  Colo.  263,  45  P. 
524;  Dayton  v.  Am,  Steel  Barge  Co,,  73  N.  Y.  S.  316,  36  Misc. 
223;  McKinne  v.  Hope,  118  Ga.  462,  45  S.  E.  413;  Downing 
V.  Buck,  135  :Mich.  636,  98  N.  W.  388 ;  Hunt  v.  Jones,  105  Mo. 
App.  106,  79  S.  W.  486;  Charles  v.  Cook,  84  N.  Y.  S.  867,  88 
App.  Div.  81 ;  Lyle  v.  Bennett,  70  N.  Y.  S.  283,  34  Misc.  476 ; 
Markham  v.  Washburn,  18  N.  Y.  S.  355;  McCormack  v.  Mc- 
Caffery,  74  N.  Y.  S.  836,  36  Misc.  775 ;  Twelfth  Street  Market  v. 
Jackson,  102  Pa.  St.  269 ;  Graves  v.  Bains,  78  Tex.  92,  14  S.  W. 
256. 

A  departure  by  a  real  estate  agent  from  the  terms  of  his 
authority  is  cured  by  the  principal's  subsequent  ratification, 
and  the  compensation  fixed  by  the  original  contract  of  employ- 
ment controls.  Oelait  v.  Bidge,  117  Mo.  553,  23  S.  W.  882. 
A  broker  employed  to  sell  at  a  certain  commission  may  employ 
a  sub-agent  for  a  share  of  the  commission,  and  recover  from 
his  principal  the  commission  agreed  to  be  paid.  Carter  v.  Web- 
ster, 79  111.  435 ;  Boyd  v.  Watson,  101  Iowa,  214,  70  N.  W.  120 ; 
Henning  v.  Burch,  90  Minn.  43,  95  N.  W.  578 ;  Corning  v,  Cal- 
vert, 2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  56. 

A  real  estate  broker  who  undertakes  to  furnish  a  purchaser 
is  bound  to  act  in  good  faith,  and  when  one  is  presented,  the 
employer  is  bound  to  accept  him  or  to  pay  the  commission, 
provided  the  customer  is  able,  ready  and  willing  to  make  the 
purchase  on  the  terms  stipulated.  Colema/n  v.  Meade,  13  Bush. 
(Ky.)  358;  Barber  v.  Heade,  30  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  R.  127;  Stewart 
V.  Fowler,  53  Kan.  537,  36  P.  1002 ;  Bach  v.  Emerich,  35  N.  Y. 
Super.  Ct.  548;  Fraser  v.  Wychoff,  63  N.  Y.  445;  Dreyer  v. 
Bauch,  42  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  22,  3  Daly,  434;  Martin  v.  BiUings, 
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2  City  a.  R.  (N.  Y.)  85;  Pratt  v.  Patterson,  112  Pa.  St.  475, 

3  A.  858. 

In  an  aetion  for  a  commission  for  selling  property  where  it 
appeared  that  defendant  gave  plaintiff  a  written  option  to  pnr- 
chase  land,  it  is  competent  to  show  a  parol  agreement  by  which 
the  plaintiff  was  to  find  a  purchaser  and  to  receive  as  com- 
missions all  realized  on  the  sale  above  a  specified  amount,  and 
that  such  option  contract  was  executed  for  the  convenience  of 
plaintiff,  and  the  br(*er  was  held  entitled  to  recover  his  com- 
missions.   Riemer  v.  Ktcc,  88  Wis.  16,  59  S.  W.  450. 

An  agreement  by  real  estate  agents  to  divide  their  commis- 
sions with  the  purchaser  of  land,  made  without  the  knowledge 
of  their  principal,  does  not  affect  their  right  to  recover  the 
commissions  which  such  principal  agreed  to  pay.  Scott  v.  lAoyd, 
19  Colo.  401,  35  P.  783;  Lemon  v.  Lloyd,  46  Mo.  App.  452; 
Chase  v.  Veah  83  Tex.  333,  18  S.  W.  597;  Forst  v.  Farmery 
46  N.  T.  S.  903,  21  Misc.  64. 

A  broker  may  be  entitled  to  compensation  other  than  a  com- 
mission ;  e.  g.y  for  finding  a  purchaser,  to  the  reasonable ;  Haw- 
kins V.  Chandler,  8  Houst.  (Del.)  434,  32  A.  464;  Beister  v. 
Evans,  59  111.  App.  181;  McMnrtnj  v.  Madison,  18  Neb.  291, 
25  N,  W.  85;  Donald  v.  Lawson,  87  N.  Y.  S.  485;  Alexander 
V.  Wakefield  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  69  S.  W.  77;  or  agreed 
value  of  the  sennces  rendered.  Delaplmne  v.  Tumley,  44  Wis. 
31. 

A  broker  may  be  entitled  to  a  commission  on  a  sale  effected 
by  the  principal,  without  the  broker's  co-operation,  if  the  con- 
tract so  provides.  Keniwell  v.  Shelly,  130  Cal.  555,  62  P. 
1067 ;  Haskins  v.  Fogg,  60  N.  H.  402. 

If  a  broker  merely  brings  together  two  parties  who  de- 
sire to  exchange  or  sell  their  land,  and  his  employment  then 
ends,  and  the  parties  themselves  settle  the  terms  of  the  trans- 
action, he  is  a  mere  middleman  and  may  recover  a  commission 
from  each  party,  if  each  has  agreed  to  pay  him.  Clark  v.  AUen, 
125  Cal.  276,  57  P.  985;  Manders  v.  Croft,  3  C^lo.  App.  236, 
32  P.  836;  Cox  V.  Haren,  127  Tnd.  325,  26  N.  E.  822;  UuUer 
V.  Kutzlebj  7  Bush.  (Ky.)  253;  Rnpp  v.  Sampson,  16  Gray 
(Mass.),  398;  Montross  v.  Eddy,  94  Mich.  100,  53  N.  W.  916; 
Banney  v.  Donovan,  78  Mich.,  318,  44  N.  W.  276;  CkiUk  v. 
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PUmey,  17  Mont.  502,  43  P.  714;  Knauss  v.  Ooitfried-Krueger 
Brewing  Co.,  142  N.  Y.  70,  36  N.  E.  867;  Norton  v.  Genesee 
Nat  8av.,  etc.,  Ass'n,  68  N.  Y.  S.  32,  57  App.  Div.  520;  Siegel 
V.  Oould,  7  Lans.  (x\.  Y.)  177;  Bonwell  v.  Auld,  29  N.  Y.  S. 
15,  9  Misc.  65;  Balheimer  v.  Kichardt,  55  How.  Pr.  414;  Havi- 
land  V.  Price,  26  N.  Y.  S.  757,  6  Misc.  372 ;  CoUins  v.  Fowler,  8 
Mo.  App.  588. 

Where  a  contract  is  siiorned  by  the  buyer  and  seller  which 
contains  stipulations  by  each  in  favor  of  the  other  of  nearly 
eqiial  value,  the  broker  who  brought  them  together  is  the  proper 
custodian  thereof,  in  the  absence  of  other  arrangements,  and 
a  delivery  to  the  broker  by  each,  after  signing,  amounts  to  a 
delivery  to  the  other,  and  the  final  delivery  by  the  seller  to 
the  broker  completes  the  execution  as  a  binding  agreement, 
so  as  to  entitle  the  broker  to  his  commissions  for  finding  a  pur- 
chaser.    Orecn  v.  Hollingshecd,  40  111.  App.  195. 

Where  the  minds  of  the  vendor  and  the  purchaser  have  met 
on  a  contract  to  sell  real  estate,  the  broker  who  procured  the 
execution  of  such  contract  is  entitled  to  recover  his  promised 
commission,  notwithstanding  any  vagueness  in  the  terms  of  the 
agreement.    Folinsbee  v.  Sawyer,  36  N.  Y.  S.  405,  15  Misc.  293, 
51  N.  E.  994,  157  N.  Y.  196.     If  the  right  to  a  commission  isl 
dependent  upon  the  payment  of  the  price  by  the  purchaser,  I 
the  broker  must  show  either  payment,  Burnett  v.  Edling,  19  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775,  or  a  tender  thereof,  or  he  is  noti 
entitled  to  a  commission.    Fiske  v.  Soule,  87  Cal.  313,  25  P.  430.  | 

Under  a  contract  providing  for  the  payment  of  commiss'ons 
**at  the  date  of  the  payment  of  the  purchase  price,*'  or  **in 
installments  acording  to  payments  by  said  purchaser,''  the  bro- 
ker was  entitled  to  his  commissions  on  each  partial  payment, 
payment  of  commissions  not  being  dependent  on  the  payment 
of  the  entire  purchase  price,  although  the  principal,  a  part 
owner,  received  no  part  of  the  payments.  Frank  v.  Bonnevie, 
20  Colo.  App.  164,  77  P.  363. 

A  proviso  in  a  broker's  contract  that  the  commission  shall 
be  payable  out  of  the  first  cash  pajonent,  is  not  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  broker's  right  to  recover  commissions,  and 
does  not  mean  that  unless  there  is  a  cash  payment,  there  is 
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to  be  no  commission  paid.     Finch  v.  Ouardian  Trust  Co.,  92 
Mo.  App.  263. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  interest  and  insurance  clauses  in  the 
contract  of  sale  had  not  been  definitely  arranged  before  the 
day  on  which  the  contract  was  presented  for  signature,  no 
objection  being  raised  by  the  purchaser,  will  not  deprive  the 
broker  of  his  commissions.  Beebe  v.  Banger.  35  N.  Y.  Super. 
Ct.  452.  And  the  broker  does  not  lose  his  right  to  a  commis- 
sion merely  because  the  principal  and  the  customer  can  not, 
in  an  agreement  for  an  exchange,  be  brought  to  terms  on  a 
particular  point,  if  they  come  to  a  general  agreement.  Wychoff 
V.  Bliss,  12  Daly  (N.  Y.),  324.    Compare  Sec.  33. 

The  right  of  a  broker  who  has  obtained  a  purchaser  is  not 
affected  by  the  fact  that  the  vendor  did  not  understand  the 
contract  as  written,  where  the  broker  himself  was  not  guilty 
of  fraud  or  deception.  Bach  v.  Emerich,  35  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct. 
548;  McKnight  v.  Thayer,  21  N.  Y.  S.  440. 

The  fact  that  the  contract  bound  the  purchaser  only  to  forfeit 
a  cash  payment  of  $500  is  immaterial,  where  it  appears  that 
a  tender  of  the  whole  price  was  made  by  the  purchaser  to  the 
vendor,  who  refused  to  convey  the  property,  and  the  broker 
was  entitled  to  recover  commissions.  Fiske  v.  Sanies  87  CaL 
313,  25  P.  430. 

There  are  cases  holding,  that  if  the  negotiations  between  the 
principal  and  the  customer  continue  uninterruptedly  after  the 
expiration  of  the  time  allowed  the  broker,  and  a  sale  is  made 
of  which  the  broker  is  the  procuring  cause,  he  is  entitled  to 
a  commission,  although  the  broker  did  not  bring  the  parties 
to  terms  within  the  time  limited  in  the  contract  of  employ- 
ment. Oriswold  v.  Pierce,  86  111.  App.  406 ;  Jaeger  v.  Olaver, 
89  Minn.  490,  95  N.  W.  311 :  Ooife  v.  Gibson,  18  Mo.  App.  1 ; 
MichacUs  v.  Gaeren,  41  N.  Y.  S.  563,  9  App.  Div.  495,  75  N. 
Y.  St.  952;  Vanderveer  v.  Suydam,  31  N.  Y.  S.  392,  83  Hun, 
116;  Shipman  v.  WUkeson,  112  N.  Y.  S.  895. 

To  be  entitled  to  a  commission  where  no  sale  is  actually  made, 
a  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  must  either  produce 
to  the  owner  a  customer  who  is  able,  ready  and  willing  to  buy 
on  the  terms  prescribed  by  the  owner,  or  else  take  from  the  cus- 
tomer a  binding  contract  of  purchase.    Biy^gham  v.  Davidson,  141 
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Ala.  551,  37  S.  738;  Sharpley  v.  Moody,  44  S.  650,  152  Ala.  549; 
Sayre  v.  Wilson,  86  Ala.  151,  5  S.  157 ;  Crook  v.  Forst,  116  Ala. 
395,  22  S.  540;  Boyson  v.  Prink,  80  Ark.  254,  96  S.  W.  1056; 
Ou7in  V.  State  Bank,  99  Cal.  349,  33  P.  1105;  Hill  v.  McCoy, 
1  Cal.  App.  159,  81  P.  1015 ;  Carlin  v.  Lifuer,  2  Cal.  App.  590, 
84  P.  292;  Vandercook  v.  Wtlmans  (Cal.  App.  '06),  87  P. 
1116;  Shanks  v.  Michael,  4  Cal.  App.  553,  88  P.  596;  Coward 
V.  Clinton,  122  Cal.  451,  55  P.  147 ;  Q^iitzon  v.  Perrin,  120  Cal. 
255,  52  P.  632;  Zeimer  v.  Antisell,  75  Cal.  509,  17  P.  642; 
Masten  v.  Oriffing,  33  Cal.  Ill;  Wagner  v.  Morris,  39  Colo.  106, 
88  P.  973;  Silberberg  v.  Chipman,  42  Colo.  20,  93  P.  1130; 
King  Powder  Co.  v.  Dillon,  42  Colo.  316,  96  P.  439;  Ross  v. 
Smiley,  18  Colo.  App.  204,  70  P.  766;  Buckingham  v.  Harris, 
10  Colo.  455,  15  P.  817;  Carter  v.  Owens  (Fla.  Sup.  '09),  50 
S.  641;  Furlow  \  Benoit  (La.  Sup.  '09),  50  S.  785;  Anderson 
V.  Olsen  (Minn.  Lup.  '10),  124  N.  W.  3;  Dotson  v.  Milliken,  27 
App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  500,  209  U.  S.  237;  Joiies  v.  Holladay,  2  App. 
Gas.  (D.  C.)  279;  Wiggins  v.  Wilson,  55  Fla.  346,  45  S.  1011; 
Indian  Trust  Co,  v.  Sandlin,  125  Ca.  222,  54  S.  E.  65;  Phinzy 
V.  Bush,  129  Ga.  479,  59  S.  E.  259;  Wood  v.  Broderson,  12  Idaho, 
190,  85  P.  490;  Mercy  v.  Whallon,  115  111.  App.  435;  Fox  v. 
Ryan,  240  111.  391,  88  N.  E.  974;  Scott  v.  Stewart,  115  111.  App. 
535;  Lemon  v.  Career,  116  111.  App.  421;  Whalen  v.  Gore,  116 
ni.  App.  504;  Newman  v.  Lumley,  125  111.  App.  382;  Oldham 
V.  Bowser,  125  111.  App.  543 ;  WaZfter  v.  Chambers,  128  111.  App. 
624;  Packer  v.  Sheppard,  127  111.  App.  598;  .VoZan  v.  East,  132 
ni.  App.  634 ;  Lo7ig  v.  Hand,  57  111.  App.  134 ;  Fdber  v.  Vaugh- 
an,  108  m.  App.  553;  Kilpatrick  v.  McLaughlin,  108  111.  App. 
463;  Jeffries  v.  Loving,  106  111.  App.  380;  Phillips  v.  Dow- 
Aou-er,  103  111.  App.  50;  Jlfo^iroe  v.  Snoir,  131  111.  126,  23  N.  E. 
401 ;  Ward  v.  Lawrence,  70  111.  295 ;  Fox  v.  /Sfarr,  106  111.  App. 
273 ;  Hanrahan  v.  Ulrich,  107  111.  App.  626 ;  Schmidt  v.  Keeler, 
63  111.  App.  487 ;  Ispherding  v.  Wo//,  36  Ind.  App.  250,  75  N. 
E.  598;  Prov,  Trust  Co,  v.  Darraugh,  168  Ind.  29,  78  N.  E. 
1030;  Barnett  v.  Gluting,  3  Ind.  App.  415,  29  N.  E.  154,  927; 
Lockwood  V.  Rose,  125  Ind.  588,  25  N.  E.  710;  McFarland  v. 
Lillard,  2  Ind.  App.  160,  28  N.  E.  229;  Flynn  v.  Jordal,  124 
Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326 ;  Orieb  v.  Koefler,  127  Iowa,  314,  106 
N.  W.  113;  Sherburne  Land  Co.  v.  Sexton,  130  Iowa,  85,  106 
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N.  W.  378;  McDermott  v.  Mahansy  (Iowa  Sup.  ),  106  N.  W. 
925,  115  N.  W.  32 ;  McOuire  v.  Farber,  125  Iowa,  533,  101  N. 
W.  279 ;  Tracey  v.  Forbes,  132  Iowa,  250,  109  N.  W.  772 ;  Clem- 
ents V.  Stapletan,  136  Iowa,  137,  113  N.  W.  546;  Rounds  v. 
Alee,  116  Iowa,  345,  89  N.  W.  1098 ;  Cassady  v.  Sisaly,  69  Iowa, 
509,  29  N.  W.  432 ;  Bird  v.  Phillips,  115  Iowa,  703,  87  N.  W. 
414;  Long  v.  Thompson,  73  Kan.  76,  84  P.  552;  Morris  v.  Fran- 
cis,  75  Kan.  580,  89  P.  901 ;  Sandefur  v.  Hines,  69  Kan.  168,  76 
P.  444;  Colemnn  v.   Meade   fKy.\  13  Bush.  358;  €hiihrie  v. 
Bright,  26  K3^  L.  R.  1021,  82  S.  W.  985;  Jacob  v.  Bvcfcaiuin, 
11  Ky.  L.  R.  (abst.)  861;  Twrrt/  v.  Fetter,  15  Ky.  Ti.  R.  (abst.) 
494;  /Smi^fc  v.  Lawrence,  98  Me.  92,  56  A.  455;  Cames  v.  Hotr- 
ard,  180  Mass.  569,  63  N.  E.  122:  Bice  v.  Mayo,  107  Mass.  550; 
JToid^n  V.  Starks,  159  Mass.  503,  34  N.  E.  1069 ;  Whiiaker  v. 
Engle,  111  Mich.  205,  69  N.  W.  493;  Hubbard  v.  Leiter,  145 
Mich.  387,  108  N.  W.  735;  McDonald  v.  Smith,  99  Minn.  42, 
108  N.  W.  291 ;  Feet  v.  Shertrood,  47  Minn.  347,  50  N.  W.  241, 
929;  Rothschild  v.  Bt(m7f,  47  Minn.  28,  49  N.  W.  393;  Annaba 
V.  Traverse  Lata  Co,  (Minn.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  233;  ffubo- 
check  V.  Haza^id,  83  Minn.  437,  86  N.  W.  426;  Fairchild  ▼. 
Cunningham,  84  Minn.  521,  88  N.  W.  15;  Cullen  v.  B««,  43 
Minn.  226,  45  N.  W.  428:  Enochs  v.  Paxton,  87  Miss.  660,  40 
S.  14;  Johnson  v.  Sutton  (Miss.  Sup.  '09),  49  S.  970;  Huggins  v. 
Hearnci  74  Mo.  App.  86;  McCray  v.  P/o«*,  118  Mo.  App.  672. 
94  S.  W.  998;  Morgan  v.  Keller,  194  Mo.  663,  92  S.  W.  75: 
Veaich  v.  Norman,  95  Mo.  App.  500,  69  S.  W.  472;  Sallee  v. 
McMurray,  113  Mo.  App.  253,  88  S.  W.  157;  Broum  v.  Smith, 
113  Mo.  App.  59,  87  S.  W.  556 ;  Butts  v.  Ruby,  85  Mo.  App.  405; 
Finley  v.  Dyer,  79  Mo.  App.  604 ;  Hayden  v.  Orillo,  26  Mo.  App. 
289;  Chipley  v.  Let/«fc€,  60  Mo.  App.  15;  Gelott  v.  Kidflr^',  117 
Mo.  533,  23  S.  W.  882 ;  Goodson  v.  EmUeton,  106  Mo.  App.  77, 
80  S.  W.  22;  Harmon  v.  Enrighf,  107  Mo.  App.  560,  81  S.  W. 
1180;  Yoderv,  White,  75  Mo.  App.  155;  Warren  v.  Cram,  71  Mo. 
App.  638;  Siemson  v.  Homan,  35  Neb.  892,  53  N.  W.  1012; 
Potvin  V.  Curran,  13  Neb.  302,  14  N.  W.  400;  Stewart  v.  Smith. 
50  Neb.  631,  70  N.  W.  235;  Trocet/  v.  Dean,  77  Neb.  382,  109 
N.  W.  505;  Parser  v.  Estabrook,  68  N.  H.  349,  44  A.  484; 
Courtier  v.  Lydecker,  71  N.  J.  L.  511,  58  A.  1093;  SibbcUd  v. 
Bethlehem  Iron  Co.,  83  N.  Y.  378 ;  Blood^ood  v.  fl*or*,  98  N.  T. 
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S.  775,  50  Misc.  286;  Moore  v.  Magnire,  98  N.  Y.  S.  752;  Shapiro 

▼.  NacUer.  99  N.  Y.  S.  879,  51  Misc.  13;  0 'Toole  v.  Tucker,  40 

N.  Y.  S.  695,  17  Misc.  554,  75  St.  101 ;  Martin  v.  Wermann, 

95  N.  Y.  S.  284,  107  App.  Div.  482 ;  Miller  v.  Rarth,  71  N.  Y.  S. 

989,  35  Misc.  372,  74  N.  Y.  S.  869,  36  Misc.  810;  Allen  v.  James, 

7  Daly  (N.  Y.),  13;  Seidman  v.  Banner,  51  Misc.  (N.  Y.)  10, 

99  N.  Y.  S.  862 ;  Behrman  v.  Marcus,  102  N.  Y.  S.  467 ;  Lovell 

V.  Clench,  101  N.  Y.  S.  174,  115  App.  Div.  635;  McOill  v.  Oar^ 

goula,  103  N.  Y.  S.  113 ;  Bosenstcin  v.  Bogel,  108  N.  Y.  S.  957, 

124  App.  Div.  527 ;  Willner  v.  Scale,  111  N.  Y.  S.  699, 127  App. 

Div.  180;  Van  Orden  v.  Morris,  18  Misc.   (N.  Y.)   579,  42  N. 

Y.  S.  473;  Moses  v.  Helmke,  41  N.  Y.  S.  557,  18  Misc.  357; 

Duclos  V.  Cunningham,  102  N.  Y.  S.  678,  6  N.  E.  790;  Miller 

V.  Irish,  67  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  256;  Smith  v.  Smith,  1  Sweeney  (N. 

Y.),  552;  Krahner  v.  Heihnan,  16  Daly  (N.  Y.),  132,  9  N.  Y. 

S.  633;  Burling  v.  Quniher,  12  Daly  (N.  Y.),.6;  Folmsbee  v. 

Sawyer,  28  N.  Y.  S.  698,  8  Misc.  370;  Barnard  v.  Monnott,  1 

Abb.  Dec.  (N.  Y.)  108,  3  Keyes,  203,  33  How.  Pr.  440;  Boyd 

▼.  Imp,  Prop.  Holding  Co.,  120  N.  Y.  S.  850;  Verder  v.  Seaton, 

83  N.  Y.  S.  159,  85  App.  Div.  196;  Dennis  v.  Charlick,  6  Hun 

(N.  Y.),  21;  Heinrich  v.  Kern,  4  Daly  (N.  Y.),  74;  Levy  v. 

Ruff,  22  N.  Y.  S.  744,  3  Misc.  147 ;  Steinhouse  v.  Klueppel,  81 

N.  Y.  S.  116,  80  App.  Div.  445;  Curtis  v.  Mott,  35  N.  Y.  S. 

983,  90  Hun,  439;  Folsom  v.  Leivis,  36  N.  Y.  S.  270,  14  Misc. 

605;  Mullenh-off  v.  Gensler,  15  N.  Y.  S.  673;  Raleigh,  R.  E. 

Trust  Co.,  V.  Adam^.  145  N.  C.  161,  58  S.  E.  1008;  Ward  v. 

McQueen,  13  N.  D.  153,  100  N.  W.  253;  Heintz  v.  Boehmer,  4 

Ohio  N.  P.  226,  6  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  362 ;  Birch  v.  McNaught 

(Okla.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  1049;  Yoder  v.  Randal,  16  Okla.  308, 

83  P.  537,  3  L.  R.  A.  N.s.  576 ;  Ball  v.  Dolan,  18  S.  D.  558,  101 

N.  W.  719;  Mattes  v.  Engel  15  S.  D.  330,  89  N.  W.  651 ;  Howie 

V.  Batrud,  14  S.  D.  648,  86  N.  W.  747 ;  Omyski  v.  Menger,  15 

Tex.  Civ.  App.  448,  39  S.  W.  388;  Smye  v.  Oroesheck   (Tex. 

Civ.  App.  '02),  73  S.  W.  972;  Brackenridge  v.  Claridge  (Tex. 

Civ.  App.  '97),  42  S.  W.  1005,  reversed  91  Tex.  127,  144  S.  W. 

819;  43  L.  R.  A.  593;  Hamberger  v.  Thomas  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 

'09),  118  S.  W.  770;  Baldwin  v.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09), 

119  S.  W.  Ill;  Burnett  v.  Edling,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48 

S.  W.  775;  O'Brien  v.  OUlUand,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  40,  23  S.  W. 
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244;  ReynoldS'McChiinness  Co.  v.  Green,  78  Vt.  28,  61  A.  556; 
Cooper  V.  Upton  (W.  Va.  Sup.  *09),  64  S.  E.  523;  Neely  v. 
Lewis,  38  Wash.  20,  80  P.  175 ;  Nechj  v.  Schultz,  38  Wash.  699, 
80  P.  176 ;  Muir  v.  Moeller,  46  Wash.  601,  90  P.  1042 ;  Barnes 
V.  Oerman  Sav.,  etc.,  Soc,  21  Wash.  448,  58  P.  569 ;  English  v. 
Wm,  George  Realty  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  117  S.  W.  996; 
Little  V.  Fleischman  (Utah  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  984;  FrincJc  v. 
GUbert  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  770;  Burden  v.  Briquilet,  125 
Wis.  341,  104  N.  W.  83 ;  Arnold  v.  Nat.  Bk.  Wa/upaca,  126  Wis. 
362,  105  N.  W.  828,  3  L.  R.  A.  n.s.  580;  Oliver  v.  Katz.  131 
Wis.  409,  111  N.  W.  509 ;  McArthur  v.  Slosson,  53  Wis.  41,  9 
N.  W.  784 ;  Frost  v.  Houx,  15  Wyo.  353,  89  P.  568 ;  McGavock 
V.  Woodlief,  20  Howard  (U.  S.),  221;  Brydes  v.  Clement,  14 
Manitoba,  588. 

If  the  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  brings  to  the 
owner  a  person  who  is  able,  ready  and  willing  to  buy  on  the 
owner's  terms,  he  is  entitled  to  compensation,  although  he  does 
not  make  or  negotiate  a  binding  contract  of  purchase.  Buck- 
ingham V.  Harris,  10  Colo.  455,  15  P.  817;  Monroe  v.  Snow, 
131  111.  126,  23  N.  E.  401;  Ward  v.  Lawrence,  79  111.  295; 
Goodmanson  v.  Rosenstein,  114  111.  App.  243;  Fox  v.  Starr, 
106  111.  273;  Lockwood  v.  Rose,  125  Ind.  588,  25  N.  E.  710; 
Burling  v.  Gunther,  12  Daly  (N.  Y.),  6;  FoUnshee  v.  Sawyer, 
28  N.  Y.  S.  698,  8  Misc.  370 ;  Hcintz  v.  Boehmer,  4  Ohio  N.  P. 
226,  6  Ohio  C.  &  C.  PI.  Dec.  362 ;  Mattes  v.  Engel,  15  S.  D.  330, 
89  N.  W.  651 ;  Barnes  v.  German,  etc.,  Sav.  Soc,  21  Wash.  448, 
58  P.  569;  Brydes  v.  Clement,  14  Manitoba,  588;  Marriott  v. 
Brennan,  14  Ont.  L.  R.  508,  10  Ont.  W.  R.  159;  Willard  v. 
Wright  (Mass.  Sup.  '09),  89  N.  E.  559;  Dean  v.  Williams  (Wash. 
Sup.  '10),  106  P.  130;  Beongher  v.  CUrk  (Kan.  Sup.  '09),  106 
P.  39;  Simmons  v.  Oneth  (Mo.  App.  '10),  124  S.  W.  534;  Wai- 
kins  V.  Thomas  (Mo.  App.  '10).  124  S.  W.  1063;  Slayhack  v. 
Wetzel  (Me.  App.  '09),  123  S.  W.  982. 

'     A  broker  employed  to  sell  lands,  as  distinguished  from  a  bro- 
'ker  employed  merely  to  find  a  purchaser,  to  be  entitled  to  com- 
pensation, must  effect  a  sale  or  procure  from  his  customer  a 
binding  contract  therefor.     Ormshy  v.  Graham,  123  Iowa,  202, 
;  98  N.  W.  724. 

An  offer  to  buy  290,000  feet  of  land,  to  be  taken  from  a  par- 
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eel  containing  500,000  feet,  said  290,000  feet  to  be  divided 
as  to  front  and  back  lands  from  the  whole  parcel  as  nearly  equal 
as  possible,  where  accepted  by  the  owner  of  the  land,  entitles 
the  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  therefor  to  his  com- 
mission, and  the  owner  will  not  be  heard  to  say  it  is  too  in- 
definite.   Monk  V.  Parker,  180  Mass.  246,  63  N.  E.  793. 

Where  the  owner  of  property  placed  it  with  a  real  estate 
broker  for  sale,  who  accordinprly  advertised  it,  and  the  pur- 
chaser thus  derived  information  that  the  property  was  for  sale, 
and  afterwards  negotiated  directly  with  the  owner  and  pur- 
chased the  property,  the  broker  was  entitled  to  his  commis- 
sions. Kilbotim  V.  King,  6  D.  C.  310;  Tyler  v.  PtM'r,  52  Mo. 
249;  Bell  V.  Kaiser,  50  Mo.  150;  Anderson  v.  Cox,  16  Neb.  10, 
20  N.  W.  10 ;  Kiernan  v.  Bloom,  86  N.  Y.  S.  899,  91  App.  Div. 
429;  Jackson  v.  Carrick,  25  Weekly  Notes  Cas.  (Pa.)  132.  There 
is  authority  to  support  the  contrary  doctrine.  Charlton  v. 
Wood,  11  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  19. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  sell  land  negotiates  unsuccess- 
fully with  another  broker,  and  the  latter  subsequently  obtains 
authority  from  the  principal  under  which  he  effects  a  sale,  the 
fact  that  the  broker  after  the  sale  was  promised  by  the  pur- 
chaser an  interest  in  the  profits  of  the  land,  in  consideration 
that  he  should  look  after  it,  and  try  to  effect  a  sale  at  an  in- 
creased price,  did  not  constitute  him  a  purchaser  so  as  to  en- 
title the  first  broker  employed  to  the  commission.  Donville  v" 
Comsiock,  110  Mich.  693,  69  N.  W.  79. 

Plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendant  to  sell  certain  prem- 
ises, and  procured  a  purchaser  at  $7,000,  to  be  paid  by  the 
assumption  of  a  first  mortgage  for  $3,500,  $2,500  in  cash,  and 
the  giving  of  a  second  mortgage  for  $1,000,  with  interest  at 
five  per  cent.;  this  offer  was  accepted  and  a  written  contract 
prepared,  which  provided  that  the  $1,000  should  be  evidenced 
by  a  demand  note;  the  purchaser  declined  to  perform  unloss 
given  six  months  within  which  to  pay  the  latter  amount;  the 
owner  refused  to  extend  the  credit  longer  than  sixty  days:  it 
was  held  that  under  his  agreement  the  purchaser  was  entitled 
to  a  reasonable  time  within  which  to  pay  such  sum,  and  as  his 
demand  for  six  months  was  reasonable,  plaintiff  was  entitled 
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to  commissions  for  the  sale.     WendLe  v.  Palmer,  77  Conn.  12, 
58  A.  12. 

If  the  principal  enters  into  a  contract  with  the  purchaser 
furnished  by  the  broker,  the  principal  will  be  held  to  have 
favorably  determined  the  purchaser's  responsibility  and  the 
commission  is  due,  althousrh  the  purchaser  proves  irresponsible. 
Stievel  v.  Lally,  89  Ark.  195,  115  S.  W.  113^4;  Wray  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 16  Colo.  271,  27  P.  248;  Wriffht  v.  Brown,  68  Mo.  App. 
577 ;  Brady  v.  Foster,  75  N.  Y.  S.  994,  72  App.  Div.  416.  Com- 
pare  Butler  v.  Baker,  17  R.  I.  582,  23  A.  1019. 

As  a  slaughter  house  erected  on  the  lot  purchased  is  not 
shown  to  be  a  nuisance,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  letter  or 
spirit  of  the  contract  to  prevent  the  use  of  the  lot  for  that 
purpose,  defendant  can  not  resist  plaintiflP's  claim  for  commis- 
sions, because  the  lot  is  so  used.  Kavana^gh  v.  Ballard^  21 
Ky.  L.  B.  1683,  56  S.  W.  159. 

Where  W.  agrees,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  to  pay  to  a 
broker  a  certain  sum  in  case  either  "W.  or  G.  should  ''sell*'  the 
described  premises,  a  bargain  made  by  W.,  unaided  by  G.,  to 
sell  the  land,  and  a  conveyance  accordingly  by  himself  and  wife, 
was  a  sale  within  the  meaning  of  the  contract.  Croward  v.  Wa- 
ters, 98  Mass.  596. 

An  agent  for  the  sale  and  management  of  the  estates  of  ab- 
sent proprietors  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  ten  per  cent,  on  all 
collections  made  by  him  and  remitted,  and  to  a  per  diem  al- 
lowance for  the  days  spent  by  him  in  the  management  of  the 
estate.     West  N.  J.  Society  v.  Morris,  Peters  (U.  S.  C.  C),  59. 

Under  a  contract  by  which  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff 
a  specified  commission  if  he  (defendant)  succeeded  in  selling 
his  land  on  certain  terms  to  a  person  whom  plaintiff  had  brought 
to  him,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  commission,  whether  the  sub- 
sequent sale  to  that  person  was  effected  through  plaintiff's  ef- 
forts, or  direct  by  defendant,  or  through  the  efforts  of  some 
third  person.    Gonge  v.  Hoyt,  127  Iowa,  340,  101  N.  W.  463. 

Under  a  contract  to  pay  7>laintiff  a  certain  commission  on 
a  sale  of  defendant's  farm,  or  any  part  of  it,  at  a  certain  price 
accepted  by  defendant,  where  plaintiff  offered  the  farm  to  a 
party  who  subsequently  bought  it  through  another  agency, 
plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  actually  make  a  sale  to  entitle  him 
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to  a  commission,  since  the  contract  merely  implied  an  employ- 
ment to  assist  in  making  a  sale.  Terry  v.  Reynolds,  111  Wis. 
122,  86  N.  W.  557. 

A  Frenchman  residing  in  Iowa  wrote  to  his  neighbor,  also 
a  Frenchman  and  a  land  broker,  who  had  gone  on  a  visit  to 
France,  to  procure  him  a  purchaser  for  his  farm  at  $4,000,  for 
which  he  would  allow  him  $200  brokerage.  The  broker  was 
approached  a  year  later  by  a  Frenchman  in  New  York  who 
desired  to  purchase  a  farm.  The  broker  took  him  to  Iowa, 
showed  him  the  farm  in  question,  told  the  seller  to  be  reason- 
able in  his  terms,  and  afterwards  remarked  to  a  witness  that 
he  had  fetched  the  seller  to  terms.  The  purchaser  took  the 
land  at  $4,000.  Held,  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  show 
that  the  broker  was  the  agent  of  the  buyer,  and  not  of  the 
seller,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  agreed  compensation  of 
$200.     Duhois  v.  Dubois,  54  Iowa,  216,  6  N.  W.  261. 

An  agreement  by  brokers  eflPecting  an  exchange  of  lands 
that  the  owner  of  one  piece  shall  pay  no  commissions  until  they 
have  placed  mortgages  on  the  other  piece,  is  merely  a  condi- 
tion, and  the  commission  is  one  on  the  exchange,  and  not  the 
result  of  the  distinct  transaction.  Parker  v.  Merrill,  173  Mass. 
391,  53  N.  E.  913. 

Where  a  broker,  having  but  a  limited  time  within  which 
to  effect  a  sale,  failed  to  do  so  within  that  time,  and  the  prin- 
cipal declined  to  be  further  bound;  and  subsequently,  the  bro- 
,  ker  sought  to  have  him  again  consent  to  make  the  sale,  and  to 
induce  him  to  do  so  agreed  to  charge  less  commissions  than 
those  contemplated,  and  thus  procured  the  seller  to  consum- 
mate a  sale,  the  commissions  of  the  broker  are  to  be  charged 
under  the  new  contract  and  not  that  originally  made.  Phinzy 
V.  Bush,  129  Ga.  479,  59  S.  E.  259. 

A  broker  who  accomplishes  the  purposes  of  his  agency  in 
accordance  with  his  instructions  earns  his  compensation.  Har- 
vey V.  Hamilion,  155  111.  377,  40  N.  E.  592. 

Sec.  558.    When  commissions  are  not  earned  by  broker. 

Ordinarily  a  broker  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  per- 
forming services  which  by  the  local  custom  are  rendered  gra- 
tuitously.   Courey  v.  Hoover,  10  La.  Ann.  437.    If  a  broker  em- 
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ployed  to  negotiate  a  loan  abandons  the  employment  he  is  not 
entitled  to  a  commission  ol  the  transaction  being  afterwards 
eflfected.  Everett  v.  Farrel,  11  Ind.  App.  185,  38  N.  E.  872; 
Bouscher  v.  Larkens,  32  N.  Y.  S.  305,  84  Hun,  288;  Holley  v. 
Tow7isend,  2  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  34. 

An  agency,  to  buy,  sell,  exchange  or  lease  property  is  revocable 
at  any  time  before  sale,  unless  coupled  with  an  interest  or 
given  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  after  his  authority  has 
been  withdrawn  a  broker  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  for 
finding  a  purchaser.  Brown  v.  Pfau,  38  Cal.  550;  Toting  v. 
Trainer,  158  111.  428,  42  N.  E.  139;  WiUon  v.  Dyer,  12  Ind. 
App.  320,  39  N.  E.  163;  Kavmangh  v.  Ballard,  21  Ky.  L.  R. 
1683,  56  S.  W.  159 ;  Cadigan  v.  Crahtree,  186  Mass.  7,  70  N.  E. 
1033,  179  Mass.  474,  61  N.  E.  37,  55  L.  R.  A.  77,  66  L.  R.  A.  982; 
West  V.  Dennis,  128  Mich.  11,  87  N.  W.  95;  Fairchild  v.  Cunr 
ninghaniy  84  Minn.  521,  88  N.  W.  15;  Kesterson  v.  Chauvrant 
(Mo.  App.  '02),  70  S.  W.  1091;  Oreen  v.  Wright,  36  Mo.  App. 
298 ;  Vincent  v.  Woodland  Oil  Co,,  165  Pa.  St.  402,  30  A.  991. 

Where  an  agent's  authority  to  sell  lands  is  revoked,  and 
the  owner  in  good  faith  thereafter  sells  upon  less  favorable 
terms  to  one  who  had  declined  to  purchase  from  the  agent, 
such  agent  is  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Bailey  v.  Smith,  103 
Ala.  641,  15  S.  900;  Uphof  v.  UlricK  2  111.  App,  399;  Blodgett 
V.  Sionx  City,  etc.,  R,  Co.,  63  Iowa,  606,  19  N.  W.  799;  Gillett 
V.  Coram,  5  Kan.  608;  Stedman  v.  Richardson,  100  Ky.  79,  37 
S.  W.  259,  18  Ky.  L.  R.  567;  Beeler  v.  Cressivell,  3  Md.  196; 
Cadigan  v.  Crahtree,  179  Mass.  474,  61  N.  E.  37,  55  L.  R.  A.  77; 
Alden  v.  Earle,  4  N.  Y.  S.  548,  56  Super.  Ct.  366 ;  Mallonee  v. 
Young,  119  N.  C.  549,  26  S.  E.  141;  Neal  v.  Lehman,  11  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  461,  34  S.  W.  353;  Corse  v.  Kelly  (Kan.  Sup.  '09), 
101  P.  1016. 

A  broker  who  fails  to  procure  a  license  to  carry  on  his  busi- 
ness, in  most  of  the  localities  where  that  is  required  by  law, 
can  not  recover  commissions  for  actinT  as  such.  Whitfield  v. 
Huling,  50  111.  App.  179;  Eckert  v.  Collot,  46  111.  App.  361; 
Richardson  v.  Brix,  94  Iowa,  626;  63  N.  W.  325;  Young  v. 
Denning,  52  Kan.  629,  35  P.  207;  Buckley  v.  Tlumason,  50  Minn. 
195,  52  N.  W.  385;  Johnson  v.  Ilulings,  103  Pa.  St.  498;  Steven- 
son V.  Emng,  87  Tenn.  46,  9  S.  W.  230;  Wicks  v.  Carlisle,  12 
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Okla.  337,  72  P.  377;  Saule  v.  Ryan  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.  '99),  53 
S.  W.  977;  CosteUo  v.  Goldbeck,  9  Phila.  (Pa.)  158. 

Where  a  sub-agent  conceals  from  the  principal  the  fact  that 
he  is  acting  for  the  agent,  the  latter  can  not  recover  commis- 
sions.   Mullen  V.  Bowen,  22  Ind.  App.  294,  53  N.  E.  790. 

If  a  broker  emplo3'ed  to  sell  property,  buys  it  for  himself, 
and  does  this  without  the  consent  of  his  principal,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  commissions.  Finnerfy  v.  Fritz,  5  Colo.  174;  Ham- 
mond V.  Bookwalter,  12  Ind.  App.  177,  39  N.  E.  872;  Jansen 
V.  Williarm,  36  Neb.  869,  55  N.  W.  279,  20  L.  R.  A.  207 ;  Powers 
V.  Black,  159  Pa.  St.  153,  28  A.  133 ;  Miller  v.  Holland,  1  Weekly 
Notes  Cas.  (Pa.)  36;  Ryan  v.  Kahler  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '98),  46 
S.  W.  71. 

All  agreements  between  a  real  estate  agent  or  broker  and 
a  proposed  purchaser  touching  the  subject  matter  of  his  em- 
ployment which  are  not  disclosed  to  his  principal  should  be 
scrutinized  closely,  and  if  not  found  compatible  with  entire  in- 
tegrity and  good  faith  toward  his  principal,  they  will  defeat  the 
agent's  claim  for  commissions  from  his  principal.  Hobart  v. 
Sherburne,  66  ^linn.  171,  68  N.  W.  841. 

One  employing  a  broker  to  sell  property,  without  giving  to 
him  the  exclusive  right  to  sell,  may  negotiate  a  sale  himself, 
and,  if  he  does  so  without  the  agency  of  the  broker,  and  be- 
fore the  latter  has  procured  a  purchaser,  he  is  not  liable  to 
the  broker  for  commissions,  although  the  broker  produced  a 
purchaser  after  a  sale  by  the  owner.  Hill  v.  Jeff,  55  Ark.  574, 
18  S.  W.  1047;  Waierman  v.  Boltinghouse,  82  Cal.  659,  23  P. 
195;  Dolan  v.  Scanlan,  57  Cal.  261;  Doonan  v.  Ives,  73  Ga.  295; 
Curtis  v.  Wagner,  98  111.  App.  345 ;  Stewart  v.  Murray,  92  Ind. 
543;  Buck  v.  Hogeboom.,  125  Iowa,  526,  90  N.  W.  635;  McClave 
V.  Paine,  49  N.  Y.  561 ;  Brown  v.  Snyder,  68  N.  Y.  S.  224,  57 
App.  Div.  413;  Chilton  v.  Butler,  1  E.  D.  Smith  (N.  Y.),  150-, 
Scherer  v.  Colwell,  87  N.  Y.  S.  490,  43  Misc.  390;  Harris  v. 
Rogers,  15  N.  Y.  St.  396 ;  Evaris  v.  Oay,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  442, 
74  S.  W.  575. 

Where  a  broker  is  instructed  by  his  principal  to  ascertain 
the  actual  rentals  of  a  property  sought  in  exchange,  and  the 
agent  procures  an  erroneous  statement  thereof,  although  believ- 
ing it  to  be  true,  where  the  principal  relies  on.it  and  he  con- 
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tracts  to  exchange  the  property,  but  rescinds,  the  contract  on 
learning  the  facts,  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to  compensation. 
Marcus  v.  Bloamingdale,  71  N.  Y.  S.  374,  63  App.  Div.  227. 

A  broker  who  is  unsuccessful  in  effecting  a  transaction  sub- 
ject to  the  approval  of  his  principal,  is  not  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission upon  a  sale  subsequently  made  by  another  broker.  Chin 
V.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140,  71  N.  W.  218;  Latshaw  v.  Moore.  53 
Kan.  234,  36  P.  342;  Walton  v.  .V.  0..  etc.,  R,  Co.,  23  La.  Ann, 
398;  Ward  v.  Fletcher,  124  Mass.  224;  Donville  v.  Comstock, 
110  Mich.  693,  69  N.  W.  79;  Thuner  v.  Kanter,  102  Mich.  59, 
60  N.  W.  299;  Wilson  v.  Alexander  (Tex.  Sup.  '92),  18  S.  W. 
1057. 

Where  a  broker  found  a  customer  to  whom  the  owner  sold 
the  property  after  the  termination  of  the  employment,  the  bro- 
ker was  not  entitled  to  a  commission,  where  the  broker  found 
the  customer  previous  to  his  employment,  and  the  negotiations 
for  the  sale  were  conducted  without  his  aid.  Cushnuin  v.  Gori, 
1  Hilt.  (N.  Y.)  356. 

Where  a  broker  is,  by  agreement,  to  receive  commissions  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  for  land  only  on  condition  that  a  sale  is 
made  to  a  certain  purchaser,  he  can  not  recover  if  a  sale  to 
such  purchaser  is  not  consummated,  owing  to  the  fault  of  either 
of  the  parties.  Lyle  v.  TJniv.  Land,  etc.,  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'95),  30  S.  W.  723. 

Where  a  vendor  employs  a  broker  to  effect  a  sale  of  land, 
and,  relying  wholly  on  the  broker  do^  not  exercise  his  own 
judgment  as  to  the  responsibility  of  a  purchaser  found  and 
presented  by  the  broker,  but  signs  a  contract  of  sale,  which  the 
purchaser  is  unable  to  carry  out,  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to 
compensation.  Butler  v.  Baker,  17  R.  I.  582,  23  A.  1019.  Com- 
pare Wray  v.  Carpenter,  16  Colo.  271,  27  P.  248;  Wright  v. 
Broxvn,  68  Mo.  App.  577;  Brady  v.  Foster,  75  N.  Y.  S.  994,  72 
App.  Div.  416. 

If  a  broker  releases  his  right  to  a  commission  in  considera- 
tion that  the  principal  would  give  him  further  business,  the 
principal's  failure  to  kecD  his  promise  does  not  entitle  the  bro- 
ker to  recover  the  original  renounced  commission;  his  remedy, 
if  any,  is  an  action  on  the  promise.  Lindi  v.  Schliiz  Brewing 
Co.,  113  Iowa,  200,  84  N.  W.  1059.    See  also  Sec  1073. 
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A  peal  estate  broker's  contract  for  commissions  for  the  sale 
of  land  which  provides  that  ''when  said  land  is  sold"  he  shall 
have  a  certain  per  cent,  of  the  price  out  of  the  first  money  col- 
lected, but  which  fails  to  give  him  exclusive  authority  to  sell, 
does  not  entitle  him  to  such  commission  on  a  sale  made  by  the 
owTier  himself.    Tracey  v.  Abmtj,  122  Iowa,  306,  98  N.  W.  121. 

Defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  certain  compensation  to 
sell  his  farm  for  $20,000,  to  be  paid  as  follows:  First  mort- 
gage $5,000,  second  mortgage  $2,500,  the  balance  to  defendant 
in  cash;  the  mortgages  were  made  to  secure  bonds  of  defend- 
ant. Held,  that  plaintiff  did  not  earn  the  compensation  by  the 
tender  of  a  contract  whereby  the  purchaser  agreed  to  pay  that 
portion  of  the  price  represented  by  the  mortgages,  **by  assum- 
ing" these  mort<rages,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  the  mort- 
gages were  not  due  and  could  not  be  paid.  Schultz  v.  Gh-iffin, 
24  N.  E.  480,  121  N.  Y.  294. 

Where  one  authorized  to  sell  certain  property  within  a  speci- 
fied time,  he  to  have  a  certain  amount  for  procuring  a  pur- 
chaser or  making  a  sale,  notifies  the  owner  within  the  time 
that  he  has  secured  a  proposition  on  certain  terms,  at  the  price 
fixed,  and  the  proposition  is  not  accepted,  he  can  not  recover  the 
agreed  compensation,  the  customer  being  one  with  whom  the 
owners  had  themselves  been  in  treaty  for  the  property  for  sev- 
eral months  prior  thereto,  and  who  had  that  day  made  them 
an  offer  of  the  same  amount.  Hartley  v.  Anderson,  150  Pa. 
St.  391,  24  A.  675. 

Plaintiff  claimed  that  defendant  authorized  him  to  sell  a  ten- 
acre  tract  for  $17,000,  and  that  he  obtained  a  purchaser  at 
that  price.  In  an  action  for  the  commissions,  plaintiff's  al- 
leged purchaser  testified  that  plaintiff  offered  him  the  land  at 
that  price;  that  he  told  plaintiff  that  he  would  take  it,  and  to 
get  an  option  on  the  property;  when  plaintiff  returned  and 
told  him  that  defendant  would  sell  only  about  nine  acres,  he 
told  plaintiff  to  get  an  option  on  the  best  terms  he  could  and 
he  would  consider  it;  an  option  was  obtained  on  the  nine  acres 
but  never  accepted.  Defendant's  reason  for  not  selling  over 
nine  acres  was,  that  he  wanted  the  balance  for  a  street.  Wit- 
ness testified  that  he  thought  defendant  intended  putting  a 
street  through,  and  that  he  wanted  the  option  to  see  if  de- 
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fendant  would  insist  on  it.  Witness  testified  that  he  intended 
to  take  the  land  if  he  got  the  whole  ten  acres  for  the  price 
named.  Held,  that  a  verdict  should  have  been  directed  for 
defendant,  on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  did  not  obtain  a  pur- 
chaser.   Hanmn  v.  Fisher,  82  Mich.  208,  46  N.  W.  225. 

A  provision  in  a  contract,  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a 
purchaser  before  a  certain  date,  of  real  estate,  stipulated  that 
if  the  premises  were  sold  after  such  date  on  information  from 
him  he  should  receive  commissions.  The  premises  were  sold 
subsequent  to  such  date  through  other  brokers  for  a  less 
price.  The  purchaser  learned  that  the  property  was  for  sale 
from  the  owner's  attorney  advertising  the  same.  There  was 
nothing  to  show  that  the  broker  started  the  negotiations  be- 
tween the  purchaser  and  owner,  nor  was  there  anything  to 
show  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the  owner.  Held,  that  the  bro- 
ker was  not  entitled  to  commissions.  Shipman  v.  Wilkeson,  112 
N.  Y.  S.  895. 

A  real  estate  broker  who  expressly  contracts  to  sell  and  con- 
vey for  cash  is  not  entitled  to  commissions  by  merely  securing 
a  competent  person  for  the  purchase  of  the  land.  Burnett  v. 
Botts,  143  111.  App.  160,  affirmed  86  N.  E.  258. 

The  mere  fact  that  real  estate  was  sold  to  the  person  to  whom 
a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  had  five  or  six  months 
previous  to  the  sale  given  the  information,  without  informing 
the  owner  or  doing  anything  further  to  effect  a  sale,  was  not 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  broker  to  commissions.  Waters  v.  B4i^ 
falsky,  119  N.  Y.  S.  271. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker,  who  had  been  authorized  to  sell 
the  timber  of  a  tract  of  land  merely  informed  the  purchaser 
who  had  been  negotiating  with  the  owners  for  some  time  in 
regard  to  purchasing  the  land,  that  he  had  the  land  for  sale, 
but  did  nothing  further,  and  knew  nothing  of  the  subsequent 
negotiation  which  led  up  to  the  sale,  which  was  not  made  un- 
til the  vendor  agreed  that  a  mill  and  the  down  timber  would 
be  included,  and  also  agreed  to  the  purchaser's  terms  as  to 
time  of  payment,  the  broker  was  not  the  efficient  agent  in  or 
the  procuring  cause  of  the  contract  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  com- 
missions. '  Goff  V.  n7(rst  (Ky.  Ct.  App.  '09),  122  S.  W.  148. 

Broker  held  not  entitled  to  commissions  for  effecting  par* 
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ties  to  consider  an  exchange,  where  they  refused  to  sign  the 
contract  therefor.    Reynolds  v.  Toch,  121  N.  Y.  S.  85. 

Defendant  authorized  plaintiflf  to  sell  certain  property  for 
her  at  $40,000.  The  best  offer  plaintiff  obtained  was  $38,000, 
and  the  property  was  subsequently  sold  by  a  third  person  for 
$39,000.  Held,  that  plaintiff  did  not  produce  a  party  willing, 
ready  and  able  to  purchase  on  defendant's  terms,  and  could 
not  therefore  claim  commissions.  Senior  v.  Fitzgerald,  119  N. 
Y.  S.  745. 
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Accord  and  satisfaction. 

to  commissions. 

563. 

Breach  of  contract. 

Sec.  569.    Doctrine  of  public  poliqr. 

Plaintiff  entered  into  a  contract  with  defendants  whereby 
he  was  to  have  a  certain  commission  for  furnishing  a  purchaser 
for  their  mine;  he  furnished  a  purchaser,  a  sale  was  made, 
and  defendant  refused  to  pay  the  commission.  Held,  that  the 
fact  that  plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  purchasers  to  manage 
one  of  their  mines,  did  not  make  him  their  agent  in  regard  to 
the  purchase,  and  he  was  not  acting  as  agent  for  both  parties 
to  the  contract  so  as  to  render  his  transaction  void  as  against 
public  policy.  Owen  v.  Matthews,  123  Mo.  App.  463,  100  S. 
W.  492.    See  also  Sec.  454. 

The  employment  of  the  same  broker  by  both  parties,  merely 
to  bring  them  together,  is  not  against  public  policy,  and  he  may 
recover  commissions  from  each.  McLiire  v.  Lulce,  154  Fed.  647. 
See  also  Sees.  475,  578. 

An  agreement  between  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser of  real  estate  and  a  prospective  purchaser  binding  the 
broker  not  to  procure  any  other  customer,  and  binding  the  pur- 
chaser, in  consideration  thereof,  to  pay,  if  he  purchases,  to  the 
broker,  a  specified  commission,  is  contrary  to  public  policy, 
and  is  not  enforceable  on  the  purchaser  acquiring  the  premises. 
Babinowitz  v.  Pizer,  108  N.  Y.  S.  994. 

Although  ane  of  the  principals  may  have  known  of  the  double 

agency  of  the  broker,  and  the  transaction  was  advantageous 
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to  said  principal,  the  act  is  against  public  policy  and  bars  re- 
covery of  commissions.  Conwell  v.  Smith,  142  Pa.  St.  25,  21 
A.  793,  12  L.  R.  A.  395;  Chapman  v.  Currie,  51  Mo.  App.  40; 
lAghtcap  v.  Nicolai,  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  189;  Sumner  v.  Dires- 
kiawicz  (Conn.  Sup.  '09),  74  A.  906.  See  also  Sec.  706a.  A 
contract  of  the  purchaser  with  the  seller's  broker  to  convey  to 
the  latter  a  part  of  the  land  bought,  is  unenforceable  as  against 
public  policy.    Smith  v.  Totvnsendf  109  Mass.  500. 

A  broker  who  is  employed  to  exercise  his  abilities  on  behalf 
of  his  principal  can  not,  ^vithout  his  principal's  knowledge, 
agree  to  represent  the  other  party  to  the  transaction;  such 
agreement  being  contrary  to  public  policy  and  unenforceable, 
though  the  original  principal  was  not  injured;  the  agent  in- 
tended no  wron^:,  and  the  other  party  acted  in  good  faith.  Bass 
V.  Tolbert  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  1128.  W.  1077. 

Where  an  agent  for  the  sale  of  land  agrees  with  another, 
that  the  latter  shall  purchase  it  for  their  joint  benefit,  and  con- 
ceals such  sale  from  his  principal,  the  contract  by  the  purchaser 
to  account  to  the  agent  for  the  profits  is  violative  of  law,  con- 
trary to  public  policy,  and  unlawful,  under  Civil  Code,  Section 
1067,  declaring  unlawful  that  which  is  contrary  to  law,  public 
policy,  or  good  morals.  Butler  v.  Agnew,  9  Cal.  App.  327,  99 
P.  395. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate 
for  a  specified  sum,  on  specified  terms,  for  an  agreed  commis- 
sion>  interested  a  third  person  in  the  premises.  The  third  per- 
son requested  the  broker  to  do  nothing  further,  but  to  permit 
the  third  person  to  deal  directly  with  the  owner.  The  third 
person  promised  to  pay  the  broker  a  commission  if  he  pur- 
chased. The  said  third  person  sul>sequently  purchased  the  prem- 
ises from  the  owner.  Held,  that  the  broker  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover from  the  third  person  the  agreed  commission,  for  the  con- 
tract did  not  rest  on  an  immoral  consideration,  though  no  notice 
thereof  was  given  to  the  owner.  Siegel  v.  Rosenzweig,  114  N.  Y. 
S.  179,  129  App.  Div.  547. 

Any  money  received  by  a  broker  employed  to  sell  land  from 
a  purchaser  belongs  to  the  principal,  since  an  agent  will  not 
be  permitted  to  derive  profit  from  the  subject  matter  beyond 
his  lawful  compensation.  Metschan  v.  Swensson  (Or.  Sup.  '09), 
99  P.  277. 
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Where  a  real  estate  owner  fixed  his  own  price  on  the  prop- 
erty and  employed  a  broker  to  secure  an  acceptance  of  his  prop- 
osition merely,  not  the  best  price  he  could  obtain,  he  can  not 
require  the  broker  to  account  for  money  received  by  him  from 
the  broker  for  the  other  party  on  a  division  of  the  latter *s  com- 
missions.    Law  v.  Ware,  238  111.  360,  87  N.  E.  308. 

Under  an  ordinary  agency  for  the  sale  of  land  for  the  high- 
est price  possible,  it  is  contrary  to  public  policy  for  an  agent, 
without  the  consent  of  the  principal,  to  accept  compensation 
from  the  purchaser.  Aikin  v.  Poffenberger  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  116  S.  W.  615. 

Where  one  engages  to  negotiate  for  the  purchase  of  land, 
and  is  informed  by  the  principal  that  he  desires  to  purchase 
two  adjoining  tracts  to  make  one  property  of  them,  the  agent 
can  not  negotiate  a  purchase  on  his  own  account  of  one  of  the 
tracts  and  hold  it  against  the  interest  of  his  principal,  it  being 
sufficient  that  he  undertook  the  negotiations  and  held  a  situa- 
tion of  trust  with  reference  to  procuring  the  land.  Rogers  v. 
Genung  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.  '09),  74  A.  473. 

Sec.  500.    Acquiescence  and  waiyer,  and  effect  upon  broker's 
rights. 

Where  the  vendor  and  a  proposed  purchaser  disagree  as  to 
the  terms  of  sale,  and  the  broker,  who  is  present,  acquiesces  in 
the  inability  of  the  parties  to  complete  the  contract,  and  the 
owner  afterward  places  the  property  in  the  hands  of  another 
agent,  who  sells  it  on  practically  the  same  terms  to  the  pur- 
chaser secured  by  the  first  agent,  unless  fraud  or  bad  faith  be 
shown,  the  first  broker  is  not  entitled  to  compensation.  Girar* 
dieu  V.  Oibson,  122  Ga.  313,  50  S.  E.  91. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  made  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
land  which  contained  an  agreement  that  possession  should  be 
given  in  ninety  days,  and  this  agreement  was  beyond  his  au- 
thority, but  his  principal  conveyed  the  land  to  the  vendees, 
they  accepting  an  allowance  on  account  of  the  delay  beyond 
ninety  days  in  giving  possession.  Held,  that  by  making  settle- 
ment with  the  principal,  the  vendees  lost  their  right  of  action 
against  the  brokers  because  of  the  breach  of  an  unauthorized 
agreement.  Hopkins  v.  Everly,  150  Pa.  St.  117,  24  A.  624,  30 
Weekly  N.  Cases  393. 
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An  owner  employed  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  and 
agreed  to  pay  him  a  commission  on  the  purchaser  paying  more 
than  a  specified  sum;  a  purchaser  could  not  be  induced  to  pay 
more  than  tliat  sum;  the  owTier,  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
J)Poker,  made  the  sale  at  the  highest  price  obtainable;  there 
was  no  secret  dealing  between  the  owner  and  the  purchaser, 
and  the  broker  did  not  object  to  the  sale.  Heldy  that  the  broker 
was  not  entitled  to  a  commission,  on  the  theory  that  there  was 
a  waiver  on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  the  stipulation  as  to  price. 
Ball  V.  Dola^n  (S.  D.  Sup.  '08),  114  N.  W.  998.    See  also  Sec  482. 

Where  ]\t.,  who  was  to  receive  a  commission  for  a  sale  of 
B.'s  land,  turned  over  the  sale  of  the  land  to  L.,  agreeing  that 
L.  should  have  the  commissions  therefor,  to  which  B.  consented 
before  a  sale  was  made,  L.,  on  selling  the  land,  was  not  entitled 
to  the  commissions  as  the  assignee  of  ^I.,  but  because  he,  with 
the  knowledge  and  consent  of  B.,  sold  the  land  after  M.  had 
waived  his  right  to  do  so.  Miinson  v.  Mabon,  135  Iowa,  335, 
112  N.  W.  775. 

Where  a  written  contract  employing  plaintiff  as  broker  to 
sell  defendant's  land  provided  for  a  certain  cash  payment  by 
any  purchaser  that  might  be  secured  and  fixed  the  price  at 
which  defendant  would  sell,  refusal  by  defendant  to  accept 
an  offer  to  buy  at  that  price  was  a  waiver  of  any  right  which 
defendant  might  otherwise  have  had  to  require  a  prospective 
purchaser  to  make  a  tender  m  cash  of  the  down  payment.  Mc- 
Dermott  v.  Mehonev  riowa  Sup.),  106  N.  W.  925,  115  N.  W.  32, 
139  Iowa,  292 ;  Moore  v.  Boekm,  91  N.  Y.  S.  125,  45  Misc.  622. 

Where  a  broker  is  authorized  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  land 
within  a  certain  time,  but  the  owner  waives  the  performance 
of  the  contract  within  the  time  agreed  and  accepts  the  services 
of  the  broker  and  treats  the  contract  as  in  force,  the  broker 
will  be  entitled  to  compensation  when  he  procures  a  purchaser. 
Ice  V.  MaxweU,  61  W.  Va.  9,  55  S.  E.  899. 

K.  employed  land  brokers  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  his  land; 
a  condition  of  the  employment  was  that  if  he  sold  the  land 
without  the  intervention  or  assistance  of  the  brokers  thev  would 
not  be  entitled  to  commissions;  ^E.  sold  independently  of  the 
brokers,  although  before  nep?otiations  w-ere  completed  the  bro- 
kers furnished  a  purchaser.    It  was  held  that  they    .ad,  by  the 
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contract,  waived  their  rights,  and  were  not  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission.   Robinson  v.  Kindley,  36  Kan.  157,  12  Pae.  587. 

Where  a  landlord  accepted  the  waiver  of  a  tenant's  privi- 
lege of  rene^^l,  procured  by  his  agent  from  the  tenant,  and 
acted  upon  the  same,  he  was  estopped  to  deny  the  agent's  au- 
thority in  the  premises.  Madison  Ave,  v.  Osgood,  18  N.  Y.  S. 
126. 

Where  a  broker  was  told  by  the  principal  that  he  must  look 
to  the  intending  purchaser  for  his  compensation,  he  can  not 
recover  his  commissions  from  the  principal.  King  v.  Benson, 
22  Mont.  256,  56  P.  280.     Compare  Sec.  19. 

Under  an  agreement  to  pay  a  broker  a  commission  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  within  a  specified  time,  to  earn  the  com- 
mission he  must  produce  within  that  time  a  customer  ready, 
able  and  willing  to  purchase  on  the  stipulated  terms;  but  the 
commission  is  earned  if  the  customer  is  willing  to  purchase  on 
different  terms,  and  the  variance  is  waived  by  the  principal, 
or  if  a  suitable  customer  is  produced,  but  not  within  the  time 
limited,  owing  to  a  delay  caused  by  the  principal,  there  being 
no  implied  promise  to  pay  a  commission  if,  at  a  time  subse- 
quent to  the  time  limit,  the  property  is  sold  to  one  introduced 
by  the  broker.    Broivn  v.  Mason  (Cal.  Sup.  '09),  99  P.  867. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  attempted, 
after  the  expiration  of  the  time  fixed  for  performance,  to  find 
a  purchaser,  and  the  owner,  knowing  thereof,  made  no  objec- 
tion, but  encouraged  him  to  proceed,  and  a  purchaser  was  pro- 
cured, the  owner  waived  the  time  limit  and  the  broker  was 
entitled  to  his  commissions.  Stiewcl  v.  Lally,  89  Ark.  195,  115 
S.  W.  ]  134.    See  also  Sec,  42. 

Where  a  principal  knows  that  his  agent  is  representing  both 
parties,  it  is  not  necessary  to  disclose  such  fact  to  the  prin- 
cipal to  entitle  him  to  his  commissions.  Arthur  v.  Porter  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.   '09),  116  S.  W.  127. 

Where  a  contract  declared  on  and  exhibited  with  the  com- 
plaint, in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  did  not  con- 
tain a  time  limit  for  performance,  but  referred  to  a  power  of 
attorney  executed  by  the  owner  to  the  broker  which  contained 
a  time  limit,  and  the  owner  admitted  the  execution  of  the  con- 
tract, but  alleged  that  it  was  not  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 


378  AMERICAN  LAW  REAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 

sale,  the  question  whether  the  contract  was  in  force  at  that  time 
was  in  issue,  and  under  it  the  broker  might  prove  a  waiver  by 
the  owner  of  the  time  limit  in  the  power  of  attorney.  Stiewel 
V.  Lally,  89  Ark.  195,  115  S.  W.  1134. 

A  contract  provided  that  certain  land  should  be  left  with 
plaintiff  for  sale  for  two  weeks,  and  until  written  notice  of 
withdrawal.  The  broker  failed  to  sell  the  land  within  the  two 
weeks,  and  verbally  acquiesced  with  the  owner  that  his  time  to 
make  a  sale  had  expired,  and  stated  that  there  was  no  use  in 
destroying  the  contract,  which  defendant  wanted  to  do,  and 
neither  party  acted  further  thereunder.  Held,  that  the  broker 
had  waived  written  notice  of  withdrawal,  thereby  terminating 
the  contract  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  two  weeks.  Bird  v. 
Webber  (Okla.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  1052. 

The  right  to  recover  for  services  in  procuring  purchasers 
for  lands  was  not  waived  by  the  fact  that  after  plaintiffs  found 
that  defendants  did  not  own  or  control  the  land,  they  demanded 
a  return  of  the  money  advanced  by  the  purchasers.  Peavey  v. 
Greer  (Minn.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  875. 

Where  a  broker  performed  services  towards  leasing  prop- 
erty, but  before  he  had  leased  it,  he  told  the  owner  that  he 
would  charge  him  nothinjj:  for  his  services,  he  was  entitled  to 
no  compensation,  either  for  subse(iuent  or  the  prior  services, 
whether  the  prior  services  were  rendered  without  a  contract 
therefor,  or  under  the  contract  to  effect  the  lease,  in  which 
latter  case  no  commission  w^ould  be  earned  till  the  lease  was 
effected.     Strickland  v.  Fairfax  TVa.  Sup.  '09),  65  S.  E.  477. 

The  commissions  of  a  broker  who  acquiesced  in  the  reduc- 
tion of  the  price  from  the  original  terms  is  based  on  the  ac- 
tual price  received.    Bauersmith  v.  Min,^  etc.,  Co.,  146  Fed.  95. 

A  broker  had  attempted  to  exchange  defendants'  property, 
and  had  announced  that  he  expected  two  and  one-half  per  cent, 
commission.  Less  than  a  week  afterward,  the  deal  having  fallen 
through,  the  broker  wrote  to  defendants:  **Now,  I  have  a  trade 
for  you  and  am  willing  to  give  you  all  there  is  in  it,"  and  stated: 
"I  will  give  you  his  place  clear  and  $2,000  cash  for  your  place 
clear.  •  •  •  I^would  want  possession  of  your  place  this 
spring,  and  you  could  have  possession  of  the  other."  The  place 
referred  to  belonged  to  the  broker's  brother  in  another  State, 
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who  wished  to  move  to  the  residence  of  the  broker,  and  the 
broker  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  and  nothing  to  give  in  the 
transaction  other  than  his  commissions.  In  a  subsequent  letter 
the  broker  said:  **I  am  willing  to  give  you  all  there  is  in  it,  as 
we  would  rather  have  our  holdings  here,"  and  ** should  I  get 
the  place  I  would  prefer  it  not  rented  until  my  brother  comes 
and  decides  what  he  wants  to  do."  Held,  that  the  letters  showed 
that  the  broker  was  not  acting  for  defendants  but  was  either 
acting  for  himself  or  for  his  brother  and  proposed  to  waive  his 
commissions  if  the  exchange  were  consummated.  Big  Four  Realty 
Co.  V.  Clark  (Mo.  App.  '09),  123  S.  W.  95. 

Sec.  661.    Adyertising  and  advertisements. 

In  a  contract  to  pay  for  the  services  of  a  real  estate  broker 
in  ** showing  and  advertising"  land,  the  term  ** advertising" 
must  be  construed  as  meaning  the  publication  of  a  notice  in 
a  newspaper,  or  otherwise,  of  the  fact  that  the  land  is  for  sale. 
Darst  V.  Doom,  38  111.  App.  397. 

An  advertisement  put  upon  land  as  for  sale  by  an  agent  is 
insufficient  to  imply  power  in  such  agent  to  make  a  sale  thereof, 
when  the  owner  denies  conferring  such  power.  Mortimer  v.  Corn- 
well,  1  HoflPm.  (N.  Y.)  Ch.  351.  The  expenses  incurred  by  a 
broker  in  advertising  and  selling  a  client's  land,  are  not  elements 
of  damages,  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  alleged  to  have 
been  lost  by  his  client's  refusal  to  convey  to  the  purchasers 
whom  the  broker  had  obtained.  Burnett  v.  Edling,  19  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775.  See  also  Sec.  309.  A  broker's 
advertisement  which  brought  a  purchaser,  who  bought  from 
the  principal,  entitled  the  broker  to  his  commissions.  Ktlbourn 
V.  King,  6  D.  C.  310;  Tyler  v.  Parr.  52  Mo.  249;  Bell  v.  Kaiser, 
50  Mo.  150;  Anderson  v.  Cox,  16  Neb.  10,  20  N.  W.  10;  Kiernan 
V.  Bloom,  86  N.  Y.  S.  899,  91  App.  Div.  429;  Jackson  v.  Car- 
rick,  25  Weekly  Not.  Cas.  (Pa.)  132;  Maboon  v.  Barrett,  192 
Mass.  552,  78  N.  E.  560. 

In  another  case,  where  a  sale  was  made  by  the  principal  to 
one  who  derived  his  information  that  the  farm  was  for  sale 
from  the  broker's  advertisement,  ho  was  denied  a  recoverv  of 
commissions.    Charlton  v.  Wood,  11  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  19. 

A  real  estate  broker  suing  for  commissions  may  testify  that 
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he  advertised  the  land  in  a  certain  newspaper,  no  effort  being 
made  to  prove  in  this  manner  the  terms  or  contents  of  the  ad- 
vertisement. Yarhorough  v.  Creager  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  77 
S.  W.  645. 

Sec.  662.    Accord  and  satisfaction. 

Where  there  was  a  bona  fide  contention  between  a  broker  and 
his  principal  as  to  whether  the  broker  should  be  charged  with 
the  loss  of  a  certain  sum,  and  the  broker  retains  and  uses  a 
check  from  the  principal  for  the  commissions  due  him,  less  said 
loss,  expressed  to  be  **iu  full  settlement,"  an  accord  and  sat- 
isfaction is  established,  which  is  a  valid  defense  to  an  action 
by  the  broker  for  the  balance  of  his  commissions.  Vorhis  v. 
Elias,  56  N.  Y.  S.  134. 

Sec.  563.    Breach  of  contract 

If  a  sale  of  land  by  the  owner  effects,  a  breach  of  the  contract 
with  the  agent,  an  action  by  the  latter  should  be  based  on  such 
breach,  and  not  on  a  performance  of  the  contract.  Meizer  v. 
Wyatt,  41  in.  App.  487;  Alderson  v.  Houston,  96  P.  884,  154 
Cal.  1. 

Where  a  party  under  a  contract  is  to  secure  for  a  second 
party  options  on  certain  properties,  and  the  second  party  di- 
rects him  not  to  proceed  with  reference  to  securing  an  option 
on  one  of  the  properties,  this  is  a  breach  of  the  contract  for 
which  the  second  party  is  liable  in  damages.  Worthington  v. 
McOarry,  149  Ala.  251,  42  S.  988.  A  contract  giving  an  agent 
the  exclusive  authority  to  find  a  purchaser  for  a  farm  within 
a  given  time,  but  not  negativing  the  right  of  the  principal  to 
sell  the  property  himself,  is  not  breached  by  a  sale  by  the  owner 
at  public  auction,  through  the  medium  of  an  auctioneer  acting 
under  his  immediate  direction.  Ingold  v.  Symonds,  134  Iowa, 
206,  111  N.  W.  802. 

The  broker's  right  to  a  commission  is  not  affected  by  a  sub- 
sequent breach  by  either  party  not  caused  through  his  fault. 
Parker  v.  Walker,  86  Tenn.  566,  8  S.  W.  391 ;  Hannon  v.  Moran, 
71  Mich.  261,  38  N.  W.  909 ;  Tilton  v.  James  8,  Gate  Sons  Co. 
(Wis.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  331.  Where  the  contract  employing  a 
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broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  stipulates  that  commissions  should 
be  paid  only  when  a  sale  is  effected,  the  broker  is  not  entitled  to 
i?omm\ssions  unless  a  sale  is  effected,  though  he  may  be  entitled 
to  dama<?es  for  the  ^^Tongful  act  o^  the  owner  in  preventing 
a  sale.  McDcrmott  v.  Mdhoney  (loira  Sup.  '08),  115  N.  W.  32, 
139  Iowa,  292 ',Boddy  v.  Brummeit  cf-  Ellis  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08), 
110  S.  W.  532. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  has  obtained  a  purchaser  for  prop- 
erty placed  in  his  hands  to  be  sold  at  a  certain  price,  the  sur- 
plus to  go  to  the  agent  as  his  commission,  can  not  recover  for 
a  breach  of  the  owner's  contract  to  convey  the  property  a  sum 
paid  to  the  owner  to  induce  him  to  comply  with  the  contract, 
in  addition  to  the  commission  he  would  have  received  had  the 
sale  been  consummated,  Cornell  v.  Banna  (Kan.  App.  '98),  53 
P.  790. 

Where  plaintiff,  desiring  to  purchase  a  certain  tract  of  land, 
went  to  real  estate  agents,  and  they  informed  him  they  had  a 
letter  from  the  owner  in  which  she  offered  the  tract  at  $1,700, 
and  that  they  would  endeavor  to  procure  it  for  him  for  $1,760, 
$100  to  be  paid  down,  and  the  balance  to  be  paid  as  soon  as 
the  deed  could  be  procured:  but  when  the  owner  was  informed 
of  the  transaction  she  refused  to  take  less  than  $2,000 ;  the  real 
estate  agents,  having  acted  in  good  faith  and  done  all  in  their 
powier  to  procure  the  title  of  the  land,  were  liable  only  for  the 
return  of  the  $100  paid,  and  not  for  damages  for  a  breach  of 
the  contract.    Kroeger  v.  Good,  13  Idaho,  184,  89  P.  632. 

In  action  for  damages  for  revocation  of  authority  to  sell 
land,  nothing  more  than  nominal  damages  can  be  recovered, 
where  the  agent  fails  to  show  that  he  could  have  made  a  sale 
on  the  principal's  terms.  MnlUgon  v.  Owen^  123  Iowa,  285,  98 
N.  W.  792. 

Where  a  firm  of  two  members  contracted  to  manage  and  sell 
lots  of  a  corporation  at  a  town  other  than  that  at  which  the 
partners  resided,  the  fact  that  the  basiness  was  carried  on  at 
the  town  where  the  lots  are  located  by  only  one  of  the  part- 
ners, was  not  a  breach  of  the  contract.  Albany  Land  Co.  v. 
Bickel,  162  Ind.  222,  70  N.  B.  158.    See  also  Sec.  630. 

Where  an  owner  who  had  granted  to  a  real  estate  broker  the 
exclusive  agency  for  the  sale  of  land  for  a  specified  period 
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sold  the  timber,  which  was  the  most  valuable  part  of  the  land, 
and  thereby  practically  prevented  the  sale  of  the  land  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  broker  could,  without  wait- 
ing  for  the  expiration  of  the  contract,  sue  for  the  breach.  Hunter 
V.  Wenatchee  Land  Co,,  97  P.  494,  50  Wash.  438. 

Sec.  564.    Oorrespondence. 

Where  a  firm  of  real  estate  agents  sends  a  letter  to  a  land  owner 
enclosing  their  business  card  and  informing  him  what  the  busi- 
ness of  the  firm  is,  and  also  inquiring  whether  the  land  is  in  the 
market  and  its  price,  and  the  owner  immediately  answers,  giving 
the  price  of  the  land,  the  terms  and  conditions  of  sale,  and  the 
amount  of  commissions  which  he  is  willing  to  allow  to  the  real 
estate  agents  for  selling  it,  and  they  immediately  commence  to 
act  as  the  agents  of  the  land  owner  in  trying  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser of  the  land,  they  are  his  agents,  and  when  they  find  a 
purchaser  ready  to  purchase  the  land  upon  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions prescribed,  and  sell  the  land  to  him,  they  have  earned  their 
commissions.    Stephens  v.  Scott,  43  Kan.  285,  23  P.  555 ;  Imper- 
ato  V.  Wasboc,  93  N.  Y.  S.  489;  Rodman  v.  Manning  (Or.  Sup. 
'09)  99  P.  657,  1135;  Ispherding  v.  Wolf,  36  Ind.  App.  250,  75 
N.  E.  598;  Getzilsohn  v.  Donnell,  98  N.  Y.  S.  213,  56  Misc.  164; 
Montgomery  v.  Amster,  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09)  122  S.  W.  307;  a  person 
dealing  with  a  real  estate  agent,  with  knowledge  that  the  agent's 
authority  rests  on  correspondence  between  him  and  his  prin- 
cipal, must  ascertain  the  extent  of  the  agent's  authority,  and  is 
bound  by  the  restrictions  thereof;  Stroiig  v.  Ross,  33  Ind.  App. 
586,  71  N.  E.  918.    Real  estate  brokers  wrote  the  owner  of  a  lot 
that  they  had  a  customer  therefor  at  a  price  named,  and  asked 
for  an  answer,  and  in  reply  to  the  owner's  answer  asked  his  lowest 
price  and  stated  that  they  had  a  client  for  the  lot;  the  ovmer 
answered  naming  his  price,  to  which  the  brokers  replied  that 
their  client  deemed  the  price  too  high,  but  subsequently  wrote 
that  they  were  working  to  get  him  up  to  the  owner's  price,  on 
condition  that  a  second  mortgage  be  paid  off,  and  asked  the 
owner  to  come  to  the  city ;  the  owner  did  not  answer  the  letter 
nor  come  to  the  city,  but  the  brokers  again  wrote  that  their  client 
would  pay  the  owner's  price  over  existing  mortgages,  to  which 
the  owner  answered  accepting,  providing  that  they  did  business  at 
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once,  whereupon  the  brokers  telegraphed  or  wrote  the  owner  to 
come  to  their  oflBce  on  a  day  stated,  but  this  the  owner  did  not 
do.  Held,  not  to  constitute  a  contract  of  employment.  Lotz  v. 
Levy,  104  N.  Y.  S.  1058,  120  App.  Div.  477.  Correspondence 
between  defendant  and  the  owner  respecting  defendant's  author- 
ity and  the  nature  of  his  dealings  with  the  owner  was  admissible, 
not  as  declarations  of  third  persons  against  plaintiff,  but  as 
tending  to  show  the  authority  given  defendant  by  the  owner,  and 
what  he  did  thereunder.  Wefel  v.  Stillmcm  (151  Ala.  249),  44 
S.  203.  On  the  issue  as  to  whether  a  loan  broker  was  the  agent 
of  the  defendant  in  negotiating  a  loan  for  him,  or  the  agent  of 
plaintiff  company  which  made  the  loan,  correspondence  between 
the  broker  and  the  plaintiff's  manager,  relative  to  defendant's 
loan  and  the  requested  extensions  thereof,  and  concerning  othe ' 
loans  made  by  plaintiff  through  the  broker,  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, and  the  question  is  for  the  jury.  Jesson  v.  Texas  Land 
cfe  Loan  Co,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  25,  21  S.  W.  624 ;  HoUiday  v.  Mc- 
Williams,  76  Neb.  324,  107  N.  W.,  578;  Bradley  v.  Bower  (Neb. 
Sup.  '04),  99  N.  W.  490. 

Sec.  666.    Advances. 

The  fact  that  a  broker  employed  to  sell  land  advanced  the 
price  to  the  purchaser  did  not  make  him  the  purchaser's  agent. 
Goodson  V.  Embleton,  106  Mo.  App.  77,  80  S.  W.  22;  Lawson 
%.  Thompson,  10  Utah,  462,  37  P.  732.  A  broker  negotiated  a 
sale  of  plaintiff's  land  to  defendant,  but  had  the  deed  made  out 
to  a  third  person,  who  afterwards  conveyed  to  defendant ;  a  few 
weeks  after  the  sale  the  defendant  agreed  to  let  the  broker  sell 
the  land  for  him  at  an  advance,  the  profits  to  be  equally  divided 
between  them;  plaintiff  did  not  know  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
that  defendant  was  the  purchaser,  and  there  was  then  no  arrange- 
ment or  understanding  between  defendant  and  the  broker  as  to 
any  resale  of  the  property  or  division  of  the  profits.  Held,  that 
there  was  nothing  in  the  transaction  in  fraud  of  plaintiff.  Olover 
V.  Layton,  145  111.  92,  34  N.  E.  53. 

Sec.  666.    The  borrower. 

A  company  which  is  to  receive  a  commission  from  the  borrower 
for  procuring  a  loan,  and  which  makes  out  all  the  papers  without 
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knowing  from  whom  the  loan  is  to  be  obtained,  and  before  sub- 
mitting them  to  the  lender,  is  the  agent  of  the  borrower  in 
procuring  the  loan.  Land  Mtge.  etc.  Co.  v.  Preston,  119  Ala. 
290,  24  S.  707;  Hammill  v.  American,  etc.  Mtge.  Co..  127  Ala. 
90,  28  S.  558.  A  broker  who  negotiated  a  loan  and  received  his 
commissions  from  the  borrower,  taking  a  note  payable  at  his 
oflSce  to  the  lender,  is  not  authorized  to  receive  payments  on  such 
note.  Englerd  v.  White,  92  Iowa,  97,  60  N.  W.  224  See  also 
Sees.  255  and  257. 

Sec.  567.    Acceptances. 

Where  one  wrote  across  a  draft  ''accepted"  in  the  name  of 
his  principal,  by  himself  as  agent,  but  which  acceptance,  though 
authorized  in  fact,  did  not  in  law  bind  the  principal,  it  was  held 
that  unless  the  agent  used  the  name  of  his  principal  without 
authority  in  fact,  he  could  not  be  held  personally  bound.  Walker 
V.  Bank  of  State  of  N.  Y.,  5  Seld.  (N.  Y.)  582;  Duncan  v.  Mies, 
32  111.  532.  Where  defendant  wrote  plaintiff  offering  to  pay  him 
ten  per  cent,  commissions  for  sales  of  land  made  for  defendant 
at  a  specified  price  to  persons  obtained  by  plaintiff  that  defendant 
had  no  agreement  with,  and  plaintiff  immediately  began  to  search 
for  purchasers  whom  he  succeeded  in  procuring,  his  acts  consti- 
tuted a  sufficient  acceptance  of  the  offer.  Brown  v.  Smith,  113 
Mo.  App.  59,  87  S.  W.  556.  The  performance  of  work  by  real 
estate  agents  in  pursuance  of  an  employment  to  sell  land,  when 
at  once  brought  home  to  the  knowledge  of  their  employer,  is  an 
acceptance  of  the  contract  of  employment.  Arnold  v.  Nat.  Bk.  of 
Waupaca,  126  Wis.  362,  105  N.  W.  828,  3  L.  R.  A.  X.  S.  385. 
When  a  party  submits  to  another,  through  the  mail,  a  proposition 
of  purchase  or  sale,  the  receiver  of  the  proposition  has  the  right, 
within  a  reasonable  time  and  before  it  is  withdrawn,  to  accept 
by  a  writing  deposited  in  the  postoffice,  duly  stamped,  ready 
for  carriage  and  delivery,  and  such  ^n  acceptance  binds  the 
proposer  of  the  contract  from  the  time  the  deposit  is  made  in 
the  postoffice,  whether  it  be  delivered  or  not.  Scottish  American 
Mtge.  Co,  v.  Davis,  96  Tex.  504,  74  S.  W.  17,  18.  Where  an 
owner  of  real  estate  asks  a  real  estate  broker  "to  get  a  deal,"  it 
is  not  necessary  for  the  real  estate  broker  to  assent  in  words,  if 
he  procures  a  purchaser  he  makes  a  contract  by  i>erformance. 
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JDomb  V.  Prettyman,  33  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  190.  Where  defendant 
sent  to  plaintiff  a  i>ower  of  attorney  for  the  sale  by  him  as  agent 
of  de/endant's  real  estate,  if  an  acceptance  was  necessary  it  was 
accepted  by  a  letter  from  plaintiff  stating  that  he  had  a  buyer 
for  the  place  and  that  he  would  leave  on  a  day  named  with  him, 
for  the  purpose  of  looking  through  the  property.  Ltickett  Land 
dt  Em.  Co.  V.  Brown,  118  La.  943,  43  S.  628. 

The  mere  approval  of  a  contract  by  a  broker,  where  it  sub- 
stantially differs  from  that  which  he  was  employed  to  make,  can 
not  of  itself  be  held  to  be  an  acceptance  of  performance  of  the 
broker's  obligations.    Reiger  v.  Biggs,  29  Mo.  App.  421. 

In  an  action  by  the  grantor  of  realty  to  set  aside  a  sale,  on 
the  ground  that  the  agent  employed  by  her  to  procure  a  pur- 
chaser, in  fact  purchased  the  property,  while  she  thought  the  sale 
was  being  made  to  another,  it  appeared  that  the  agent  had  in- 
duced her  to  sign  a  contract  of  purchase  with  such  other  party, 
the  agent  agreeing  to  execute  with  the  other  a  bond  accompany- 
ing a  mortgage  which  was  to  be  given  to  the  grantor;  subse- 
quently a  deed  was  given  running  to  the  agent;  the  bond  was 
signed  by  the  agent  and  the  other,  and  the  mortgage,  signed  by 
the  agent  alone,  was  kept  by  him  for  the  purpose  of  record; 
after  the  grantor  learned  that  the  deed  ran  to  the  agent  she 
informed  him,  on  the  payment  of  the  interest  on  the  purchase 
money  mortgage  given  by  him,  that  she  would  put  the  money 
in  bank  until  she  got  her  property  back,  and  stated  that  she  was 
going  to  see  a  lawyer.  Held,  that  the  acceptance  of  the  money 
did  not  constitute  a  ratification  of  the  transaction.  Clark  v. 
Bird,  72  N.  Y.  S.  769,  66  App.  Div.  284.    See  also  Sees.  458,  618. 

Sec.  568.    Oonformity. 

Where  the  owner,  on  being  informed  by  the  broker  that  he 
has  sold  the  land  refuses  to  convey,  without  objecting  to  all  the 
terms  of  the  sale,  such  conduct  is  some  evidence  that  the  sale 
conformed  to  the  directions  given  to  the  broker.  Smith  v.  Keller, 
151  111.  518,  38  N.  E.  250. 

Sec.  589.    Coets. 

Where  plaintiff,  when  she  sued  to  compel  specific  performance 
of  a  contract  to  convey  land,  made  by  defendant  with  her  as* 
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signer,  knew  who  owned  the  property  at  the  time  the  defendant 
undertooli:  to  contract  for  its  conveyance,  and  that  the  contract 
was  worthless,  she  was  unable  to  recover  the  costs  incurred  in 
litigation,  in  an  action  on  defendant's  warranty  of  authority  as 
agent  to  sell.  Rowland  v.  Hall,  106  N.  Y.  S.  55,  121  App. 
Div.  459. 

Sec.  670.    OonditionB  precedent  to  right  to  commiBsioiu. 

A  provin  m  a  broker's  contract  that  commission  shall  be 
payable  out  of  the  first  cash  payment  is  not  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  broker's  right  to  recover  his  commissions,  and  does  not 
mean  that  unless  there  is  a  cash  payment  there  are  to  be  no 
commissions.  Finch  v.  Guardian  Trust  Co.,  92  Mo.  App.  263. 
Hanna  v.  Espalla  (148  Ala.  313),  42  S.  443.    See  also  Sec.  501. 

The  principal  agreed  to  pay  the  broker's  commissions  for  sell- 
ing land  when  the  vendees  paid  a  certain  sum  and  gave  their 
notes  and  mortgage  for  the  balance.  The  vendees  executed  theu- 
note,  but  never  paid  the  money.  The  broker  was  not  entitled  to 
commissions.  McPhaU  v.  BneU,  87  Cal.  115,  25  P.  266 ;  Ormshy 
V.  Graham.,  123  Iowa.  202.  98  N.  W.  724. 

Where  a  contract  of  employment  makes  the  right  to  a  com- 
mission dependent  upon  the  payment  of  the  purchase  price,  the 
broker  can  not  recover  until  the  transaction  is  finally  consum- 
mated. Cremer  v.  MtlUr,  56  Minn.  52,  57  N.  W.  318 ;  West  v. 
Stoeckel,  6  Ohio  Dec.  (Rep.)  1082,  10  Am.  L.  Rec.  309. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  selling 
land,  plaintiff  relied  on  a  written  agreement  by  which  payment 
of  commissions  was  to  be  made,  "one-half  when  the  second  pay- 
ment of  building  loan  is  due  and  payable,  and  the  balance  imme- 
diatelv  after  inclosure  payment  is  due  and  made,"  these  two 
events  were  conditions  precedent  to  plaintiff's  right  to  recover, 
and  should  have  been  pleaded  and  proved  on  the  trial.  Turner 
V.  Lane,  93  N.  T.  S.  1083.  47  Misc.  387 ;  Jaupdl  v.  Gold.  106  N. 
Y.  S.  891.  122  App.  Div.  401. 

Where  a  broker  agrees  to  sell  land  upon  condition  that  the 
owner  shall  first  make  $500  out  of  the  sale,  the  broker  to  have 
the  rest  as  his  commission,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  commission 
for  merely  finding  a  purchaser,  upon  the  sale  to  such  purchaser 
falling  through  on  account  of  a  defect  in  the  title.    Seattle  Land 
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Co.  V.  Day,  2  Wash.  451,  27  P.  74;  Hess  v.  Eggers,  78  N.  Y.  S. 
1119,  38  Misc.  726,  affirming  76  N.  Y.  S.  980,  37  Misc.  845. 
Contra,  Putzel  v.  Wilson,  2  N.  Y.  S.  47,  49  Hun,  220. 

A  stipulation  that  the  principal  is  to  pay  the  broker  a  cer- 
tain commission  for  negotiating  a  loan,  when  made,  and  the 
loan  fails  by  reason  of  a  defective  title,  does  not  make  the  right 
to  a  commission  dependent  on  the  making  of  the  loan.  Fitz- 
Patrick  v.  Gilson,  176  Mass.  477,  57  N.  E.  1000.    See  also  Sec.  501. 

Where  a  broker's  contract  for  commission  provided  that  the 
amount  sued  for  was  payable  out  of  the  last  cash  payment, 
such  payment  constituted  a  condition  precedent  to  any  liability 
on  defendant's  part  to  pay  such  sum  to  plaintiff,  and  hence  an 
allegation  in  plaintiff's  complaint  that  the  sum  sued  for  ''be- 
came due*'  on  a  given  date,  was  not  a  sufficient  allegation  that 
the  condition  precedent  had  happened.  Nekarda  v.  Presherger, 
107  N.  Y.  S.  897,  123  App.  Div.  418. 

If  the  right  to  a  commission  is  dependent  on  payment  of 
the  price  by  the  purchaser,  the  broker  must  show  either  pay- 
ment or  a  tender  thereof.  Burvctt  v.  Edling,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775;  Fisk  v.  Soule,  87  Cal.  313,  25  P.  430. 
Under  a  contract  providing  for  the  payment  of  commissions 
**at  the  time  of  the  payment  by  said  purchaser,"  the  broker 
was  entitled  to  a  commission  on  a  partial  payment,  payment 
of  commissions  not  being  dependent  on  the  payment  of  the 
entire  purchase  price,  though  the  principal,  a  part  owner,  re- 
ceived no  part  of  the  said  payment.  Frank  v.  Bonnevie,  20 
Colo.  App.  164,  77  P.  363.    See  also  Sees.  297,  470. 

Where  land  is  sold  for  a  price  payable  in  installments,  and 
the  commission  is  to  be  paid  as  each  installment  is  received, 
if  the  purchaser  defaults  after  making  certain  payments,  and 
the  land  is  sold  at  judicial  sale,  and  bought  in  by  the  prin- 
cipal in  full  satisfaction  of  the  price,  the  broker  is  entitled  to 
full  commissions.  Crane  v.  Eddy,  191  111.  645,  61  N.  E.  431,  85 
Am.  St.  R.  284. 

Where  the  parties  were  familiar  with  the  facts,  and  defend- 
ants were  notified  that  plaintiffs  would  claim  their  commis- 
sions, a  demand  before  suit  was  unnecessary.  Clifford  v.  Meyer, 
6  Ind.  App.  633,  34  N.  E.  23.  In  some  contracts  the  delivery 
of  the  deed  is  made  a  condition  precedent  to  the  broker's  being 
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entitled  to  his  commissions.     Beehe  v.  Roberts,  3  E.  D.  Smith 
(N.  Y.),  194.    See  also  Sec.  536. 

Where  an  authorized  agent  agreed  to  sell  land,  subject  to 
the  approval  of  the  owners,  the  approval  of  the  owners  was 
necessary  to  constitute  a  contract  enforceable  by  either  party, 
as  the  purchaser  was  not  bound  to  accept  the  conveyance  of 
an  interest  of  only  one  owner.  Jacobson  v.  Hendricks  (Conn. 
Sup.  10),  75  A.  85. 
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Sec.  571.    Oourts. 

Contracts  with  brokers  for  the  sale  of  real  property  are 
presumptively  entered  into  in  good  faith,  and  it  is  the  province 
of  the  courts,  in  administering  the  law  as  to  such  contracts, 
to  carefully  protect  the  interests  of  the  parties  according  to 
the  true  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  contracts.  Carder  v.  O'Neill, 
176  Mo.  401,  75  S.  W.  764.  Where  two  parties  make  a  parol 
contract,  and  they  disagree  about  its  terms,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court,  in  an  action  arising  thereon,  to  explain  to  the  jury, 
when  requested,  the  legal  eflPect  of  each  party's  recollection  of 
the  terms  of  the  same.  Stewart  v.  Fowler ,  37  Kan.  677,  15 
P.  918. 


Sec.  572.    Equity. 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  enforce  against  the  owner  of  land 
a  contract  of  sale  made  by  his  agent  under  authority  given 
six  years  before,  where  the  land  has  greatly  appreciated  in 
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value  meantime,  and  the  agent,  without  advising  his  principal 
of  such  fact,  made  the  sale  for  a  price  grossly  inadequate  at 
the  time,  though  within  the  terms  of  the  original  authority. 
Hall  V.  Qambrill,  92  Fed.  32,  34  C.  C.  A.  190 ;  Proudfoot  v. 
Wighiman,  78  111.  553. 

A  hroKer  procured  to.  be  made  to  himself  a  deed  of  land 
which  he  was  employed  to  sell,  the  grantor  intending  it  only 
as  a  means  of  carrying  into  effect  a  supposed  sale  to  a  third 
party,  but  the  grantee  described  intended  to  obtain  the  land 
to  his  own  use,  and  also  fraudulently  misrepresented  the  value 
of  the  consideration,  which  consisted  of  certificates  of  stock 
in  mining  companies.  Held,  that  the  deed  was  not  void,  but 
only  voidable,  on  either  ground,  and  that  if  the  grantor,  who 
soon  learned  the  facts  entitling  him  to  a  reconveyance,  neg- 
lected for  more  than  two  years  to  do  any  act  to  avoid  it,  and 
exchanged  the  stocks  for  other  stocks,  he  must  be  taken  to 
have  ratified  the  conveyance,  and  could  not  maintain  a  writ 
of  entry  to  recover  the  land.  Bassett  v.  Brown,  105  Mass.  551. 
Compare  See.  321. 

An  agent  sold  land  of  his  principal  and  took  a  note  for  the 
purchase  money  in  the  name  of  himself  and  his  principal,  and 
assigned  it  to  C,  who  sued  thereon  in  the  names  of  the  payees 
for  his  use  and  recovered  judgment.  Held,  that  the  assign- 
ment by, the  agent  passed  no  interest  of  his  principal,  and 
that  equity  would  relieve  against  the  judgment.  Wright  v. 
Bay,  3  Humphrey  (Tenn.),  68. 

Where  defendant  obtained  authority  from  plaintiff  to  sell 
timber  for  the  latter,  and  procured  purchasers  at  the  price 
named  by  plaintiff,  but  represented  to  plaintiff  that  he  made 
the  sale  at  a  much  less  price,  and  could  not  get  the  price  named 
by  plaintiff,  and  thus  induced  plaintiff  to  convey  the  timber 
to  the  purchasers  at  the  less  price  and  appropriated  the  bal- 
ance paid  for  the  timber  by  the  purchasers  to  himself,  under 
a  secret  agreement  with  them,  the  transaction  was  a  fraud  on 
plaintiff,  and  he  was  entitled  to  equitable  relief.  Lee  v.  Pattilh, 
105  Va.  10,  52  S.  E.  696. 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  to  pay  a  broker  a 
specific  amount  for  procuring  a  loan  on  defendant's  prop- 
erty, where  defendant's  refusal  to  accept  the  loan  was  shown, 
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defendant  may  prove  that  the  broker  had  a^n^ed  to  pay  the 
lender  a  bonus  of  a  specified  per  cent,  of  his  commission,  to 
show  the  amount  the  broker  was  entitled  to  recover,  on  the 
equitable  principle  that  the  recovery  must  be  confined  to  the 
actual  loss.  Finck  v.  Pierce,  103  N.  Y.  S.  765,  53  Misc.  554; 
Gatling  v.  Central  Spar  Verein,  73  N.  Y.  S.  765,  55  Misc.  554 ; 
McOovern  v.  Bennett,  146  Mich.  558,  109  N.  W.  1055,  13  D.  L. 
N.  853 ;  Duncan  v.  Borden,  13  Colo.  App.  481,  59  P.  60.  See  also 
Sees.  1070,  1078. 

Defendant,  a  real  estate  agent,  submitted  to  his  non-resident 
principal  an  oifer  for  certain  real  estate,  made  by  a  person 
in  his  employ,  without  stating  this  fact,  at  a  time  when  values 
were  rapidly  appreciating,  which  offer  was  accepted  by  plain- 
tiff. The  alleged  purchaser,  finding  himself  unable  to  raise  the 
money,  conveyed  to  defendant,  who  assumed  the  former's  lia- 
bility. Held,  that  the  conveyance  would  not  be  cancelled  in 
the  absence  of  proof  that  defendant  intended  to  purchase  his 
principal's  property  in  the  name  of  another.  Bookwalter  v. 
Lansing,  23  Neb.  291,  36  N.  W.  549. 

Where  agents  of  the  o^ner  of  land  in  contracting  to  sell 
it  exceeded  their  authority  by  extending  the  time  within  which 
the  purchaser  could  make  a  cash  payment,  and  by  receiving  a 
sum  to  be  held  for  the  principal  as  a  forfeit  or  payment  on 
the  purchase  price,  the  purchaser  was  not  entitled  to  specific 
performance  of  the  contract.  Shirley  v.  Coffin  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  121  S.  W.  181. 

Defendant  ^I.,  representing  that  he  owned  or  controlled  cer- 
tain mining  claims,  employed  plaintiff  to  procure  capital  to 
purchase  and  operate  them,  whereupon  complainant  procured 
defendant  L.  to  advance  money,  under  a  contract  between  M. 
and  L.  for  the  conveyance  of  the  claims  to  a  corporation  which 
they  formed,  it  being  agreed  that  a  portion  of  the  stock  should 
be  issued  to  M.  in  consideration  of  a  transfer  of  the  claims  to 
the  corporation,  and  that  a  portion  of  M.'s  stock  so  issued 
should  be  transferred  to  L.,  in  payment  for  the  money  which 
he  advanced,  both  Sf.  and  L.  agreeing  that  the  plaintiff  should 
receive  $50,000  of  such  stock  for  his  commissions.  M.  in  fact 
never  purchased  or  conveyed  any  claims  to  the  corporation 
with  money  furnished  by  L.,  but  squandered  such  money,  and 
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no  stock  was  issued  to  him  therefor.  Held,  that,  while  com- 
plainant, under  such  facts;,  had  a  cause  of  action  at  law  for  his 
services  against  M.  &  L.,  he  could  not  maintain  a  bill  in  equity 
against  the  corporation,  or  either  M.  or  L.  to  compel  a  trans- 
fer of  $50,000  of  the  corporation's  stock  to  him.  Also  held, 
that  specific  performance  of  M.'s  agreement  to  convey  the  min- 
ing claims  to  the  corporation  could  not  be  decreed,  as  it  did 
not  appear  that  M.  had  title  thereto,  but  the  contrary;  and 
that  neither  Martin,  nor  Ryan,  nor  Ijewis  had  equitable  title 
to  the  stock,  which  belonged  to  the  company.  Byan  v.  Martin, 
165  P.  765. 

A  vendor  of  land  who»has  been  compelled  by  a  decree  avoid- 
ing the  sale  to  repay  the  commissions  paid  directly  to  the 
agent  by  the  purchaser  as  a  part  of  the  consideration,  being 
entitled  to  recover  them  from  the  agent  in  <issumpsit,  is  not 
entitled  to  relief  in  equity  by  subrogation  to  the  rights  which 
the  purchaser  had,  but  did  not  urge  against  the  agent.  Volker 
V.  Fisk  (N.  J.  Eq.  '09),  72  A.  1011. 

Sec.  573.    Exceptions. 

Where  an  agent  in  making  a  sale  of  real  estate  has  acted  as 
agent  for  the  vendor  as  well  as  the  vendee,  he  can  not  recover 
commissions  from  the  vendee,  unless  he  brings  the  case  within 
one  of  the  established  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  that  an 
agent  can  not  recover  commissions  from  both  parties  to  the 
transaction.    Bunn  v.  Kerch,  214  111.  259,  73  N.  E.  419. 

Sec.  574.    Forgery. 

The  treasurer  of  a  charitable  corporation,  without  authority, 
took  railroad  bonds  registered  in  the  name  of  the  corpora- 
tion, to  a  broker  for  sale;  the  broker  refused  to  handle  the 
bonds  unless  they  were  made  transferable  to  bearer  by  the 
legal  transfer  agent  of  the  railroad;  the  transfer  agent  re- 
quired from  the  corporation  a  copy  of  a  resolution  of  its  di- 
rectors authorizing  the  transfer  and  a  power  of  attorney  to 
make  it;  the  treasurer  drew  up  a  resolution  of  authority  and 
forged  thereto  the  signatures  of  the  officers  and  the  seal  of  the 
corporation,  and  also  forged  a  power  of  attorney;  the  transfer 
agent  thereupon,  in  good  faith,  made  the  transfer,   and  the 
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broker  sold  the  bonds  Held,  that  the  broker  and  the  railroad 
company  were  liable  to  the  corporation  for  the  value  of  the 
bonds,  though  both  acted  in  good  faith,  and  the  corporation 
may  recover  from  either.  Jennie  Clarkson  Home  for  Children 
V.  B.  R.  Co,,  87  N.  Y.  S.  348,  1137,  1138,  92  A.  D.  491,  618,  617, 
182  N.  Y.  47,  507,  74  N.  E.  571,  1118,  70  L.  R.  A.  787.  Compare 
Sec.  351. 

Ordinarily,  however,  brokers  are  not  personally  liable  for 
loss  on  a  forged  note  sold  by  them,  where  they  advised  the  ven- 
dee at  the  sale  that  they  were  acting  as  agents  and  disclosed 
their  principal.    Bailey  v.  Oalbreath,  100  Tenn.  599,  47  S.  W.  84. 

Sec.  575.    Loan  pajrable  in  gold. 

Where  plaintiffs  were  employed  by  defendants  to  procure  for 
them  a  loan  on  a  mortgage  on  land,  and  the  loan  was  not  made 
solely  because  the  lender  found  insisted  on  a  clause  in  the 
mortgage  that  the  principal  and  interest  should  be  paid  in 
gold;  the  plaintiflfs  did  not  perform  the  contract  and  are  not 
entitled  to  compensation,  since  the  contract  meant  a  loan  to 
be  paid  in  lawful  money,  and  the  mortgage  loan  could  not  be 
paid  in  but  one  kind  of  money.  Cdston  v.  Quimby,  178  Mass. 
153,  59  N.  E.  653. 

Sec.  576.    Licenses. 

In  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  licensed  to  act  as  a  broker  will  always  be  presumed. 
Munson  v.  Fenno,  87  III.  App.  655;  Shapler  v.  Scott,  85  Pa. 
St.  329. 

It  is  the  rule  in  most  jurisdictions  that  a  broker  who  fails 
to  procure  a  license  to  carry  on  his  business,  as  required  by 
law,  is  barred  recovery  of  commissions  for  acting  as  broker. 
Whitfield  V.  JIuling,  50  111.  App.  179 ;  Eckert  v.  Collot,  46  111. 
App.  361;  Beeder  v.  Jones  (Del.  Super.  '02),  65  A.  571;  Bich- 
ardson  v.  Brix,  94  Iowa,  626,  63  N.  W.  325;  Tount  v.  Denning, 
52  Kan.  629,  35  P.  207;  Buckley  v.  Humasoji,  50  Minn.  195, 
52  N.  W.  385 ;  Wicks  v.  Carlisle,  12  Okla.  337,  72  P.  377 ;  John- 
son V.  Tlulings,  103  Pa.  St.  498;  Coles  v.  Meade,  5  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  334;  Costello  v.  Goldheck,  9  Phila.  (Pa.)  158;  Stevenson 
V.  Emng,  87  Tenn.  4C»,  9  S.  W.  230;  Saule  v.  Ryan  (Tenn.  Ch. 


394  AMERICiiN   LAW  REAL   ESTATE  AGENCY. 

App.  '99),  53  S.  W.  977;  Pile  v.  Carpenter,  118  Tenn.  288,  99 
S.  W.  360. 

In  some  of  the  States  the  courts  allow  the  recovery  of  com- 
missions by  an  unlicensed  broker,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
license  laws  are  enacted  purely  as  revenue  measures,  and  have 
no  effect  on  the  rights  of  the  parties  inter  se.  Houston  v.  Bo- 
agni,  McGloin  (La.),  164;  Walker  v.  Baldwin,  103  Md.  352, 
63  A.  362;  Tooker  v.  D^ickworth,  107  Mo.  App.  231,  80  S.  W. 
963 ;  Prince  v.  Eighth  St.  Baptist  Ch.,  20  Mo.  App.  332 ;  Ruck^ 
man  v.  Bergholz,  37  N.  J.  L.  437 :  Amato  v.  Dreyfus  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '96),  34  S.  W.  450;  Watkins  Ld.  Mtge.  Co,  v.  Theiford 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '06),  96  S  W.  72;  Ober  v.  Stephens,  54  W. 
Va.  354,  46  S.  E.  195 ;  Stiewel  v.  Lally,  89  Ark.  195,  115  S.  W. 
1134. 

The  fact  that  a  real  estate  agent  had  a  license  at  the  time 
of  the  action  to  recover  commissions,  does  not  raise  a  presump- 
tion that  he  had  a  license  two  years  before  at  the  time  of  the 
transaction.    Eckert  v.  Collot,  46  111.  App.  361. 

One  who,  while  engaged  in  other  business,  sells  land  for  an- 
other, may  recover  his  commissions,  though  he  had  not  taken 
out  a  license  as  required  of  real  estate  agents,  since  a  single 
sale  does  not  constitute  the  exercise  of  the  business  of  real 
estate  brokerage.  O'Neill  v.  Sinclair,  153  111.  525,  39  N.  E. 
124;  Boeder  v.  Butler,  19  Pa.  Sup.  Ct.  604;  Jackson  v.  Hough, 
38  W.  Va.  236,  18  S.  E.  575;  Pope  v.  Beale,  108  Mass.  561; 
Packer  v.  Shcppard,  127  Til.  App.  598.    Infra. 

The  fact  that  the  agent  had  taken  out  no  license  as  a  real 
estate  agent  under  the  internal  revenue  law  of  the  United 
States  will  not  affect  his  right  to  recover  compensation;  the 
sole  object  of  that  law  in  requiring  real  estate  agents  to  take 
out  licenses  was  to  raise  revenue;  the  question  in  such  case  is, 
whether  the  statute  was  intended  as  a  protective  measure  or 
merely  as  a  fiscal  expedient;  whether  the  Legislature  intended 
to  prohibit  the  act  unless  done  by  a  qualified  person,  or  merely, 
that  the  person  who  did  it  should  pay  a  license  fee ;  if  the  lat- 
ter, the  act  is  not  illegal.    Rtickman  v.  Bergholz,  37  N.  J.  L.  437. 

A  trust  company  incorporated  in  Pennsylvania,  under  an 
act  of  the  Legislature,  and  authorized  to  buy  and  seU  real  es- 
tate, is  not  liable  as  a  real  estate  broker  for  the  license  tax 
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imposed  on  any  individual  or  corporation.  Commonwealth  v. 
Real  Estate  Trust  Co.,  211  Pa.  St.  51, 60  A.  551 ;  Manke  v.  Tingh, 
98  P.  79^  (Kan.  Sup.  '08). 

An  auction  sale  of  real  property  does  not  make  the  one  ne- 
gotiating such  sale  a  broker  within  the  meaning  of  the  license 
act.  Yedinsky  v.  Strouse,  6  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  587,  42  Week.  Not. 
Cas.  12.  A  receipt  for  license  from  the  State  Treasurer  is  not 
such  a  license  as  authorizes  a  real  estate  broker  to  act  so  as 
to  relieve  himself  from  penalties,  and  to  enable  him  to  recover 
commissions.    Jadtvin  v.  Hurley,  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  104. 

Unless  it  clearly  appears  that  the  Legislature  intended  more, 
it  will  be  held  that  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  act  on  a  real 
estate  agent  selling  property  on  commission,  without  a  license, 
excludes  all  others.  Ober  v.  Stephens,  54  W.  Va.  354,  46  S. 
E.  195;  Cobb  V.  Dunlevie,  63  W.  Va.  398,  60  S.  E.  384.  A 
person  who  sells  property  for  another  under  a  special  contract, 
without  holding  himself  out  to  be  a  real  estate  broker,  may  re- 
cover though  he  has  not  complied  with  the  act  requiring  real 
estate  brokers  to  take  out  a  license.  Black  v.  Snook,  204  Pa. 
St.  119,  53  A.  648 ;  Yedinsky  v.  Strouse,  6  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  587, 
42  W.  Not.  Cas.  12.    Supra.    Also  Sec.  604. 

Where  a  resident  of  New  Jersey  contracts  with  a  real  estate 
broker  in  Pennsylvania  to  sell  real  estate  situate  in  New  Jersey, 
he  is  not  required  to  have  a  real  estate  broker's  license  under 
the  Pennsylvania  statute,  to  make  his  contract  valid.  Callaway 
V.  Prettyman,  218  Pa.  St.  293,  67  A.  418.  In  an  action  to  re- 
cover commissions  on  a  sale  or  exchange  of  real  estate,  where 
the  plaintiff  describes  himself  in  his  statement  of  claim  as  a 
dealer  in  real  and  personal  property,  and  in  the  regular  course 
of  business  made  the  sale  or  exchange  in  question,  and  it  is 
admitted  that  plaintiff  had  not  taken  out  a  license,  as  required 
by  law,  the  statement  of  claim  is  admissible  as  evidence  tending 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  real  estate  broker,  and  when  the 
statement  is  supported  by  the  evidence  of  two  witnesses  called 
by  the  defendant,  it  is  error  for  the  court  to  give  binding  in- 
structions for  plaintiff.  Sprague  v.  Beilly,  34  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
332.    . 

If  a  broker  was  duly  licensed  at  the  time  he  completed  the 
Tiegotiations  for  a  sale  of  real  estate,  by  which  the  purchaser 
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leased  the  same  with  an  option  to  purchase,  the  fact  that  the 
broker  was  not  licensed  at  the  time  the  purchaser  elected  to 
exercise  such  option  was  no  defense  to  the  broker's  claim  for 
commissions.  Coates  v.  Locust  Point  Co.,  102  Md.  291,  62  A. 
625. 

If  it  does  not  appear  from  the  evidence  that  plaintiff  was 
licensed  to  engage  in  or  carry  on  the  business  of  a  real  estate 
broker  in  the  State  where  the  contract  is  alleged  to  have  been 
made,  the  defendant  would  not  be  entitled  for  this  reason  to 
a  verdict,  if  there  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  show  that 
a  real  estate  broker  is  required,  under  the  law  of  that  State,  to 
have  a  license  in  order  to  carry  on  the  business,  and  there  is 
no  averment  in  the  pleadings  that  the  plaintiff  was  acting  as 
a  licensed  real  estate  broker  in  the  transaction  of  the  business 
in  question.  Richards  v.  Richma^i,  5  Penne.  (Del.)  558,  64  A. 
238. 

Sec.  577.    Limitations  and  restrictions. 

Where  the  contract  of  employment  limits  the  same  to  the 
sale  of  certain  property,  it  must  be  made  to  appear  that  the 
property  sold  was  within  the  description.  Maze  v.  Gordon, 
96  Cal.  61,  30  P.  962.  Where  a  broker  is,  by  agreement,  to 
receive  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for  land  only 
on  condition  that  a  sale  is  made  to  a  certain  person,  he  can 
not  recover  if  a  sale  to  such  purchaser  is  not  consummated, 
owing  to  the  fault  of  either  of  the  parties.  Lyle  v.  Uni.  Land, 
etc.,  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '95),  30  S.  W.  723.  Compare  Sees. 
526  and  527.  A  qualification  of  a  broker's  right  to  conunis- 
sions  for  a  sale  of  property,  that,  **if  sold  to  a  party  sent  by 
Mr.  Rapp  all  this  week,  then  no  commission  is  to  be  paid ;  also, 
A.  Ozias,"  limits  the  time  within  which  a  sale  to  such  persons 
might  be  made  without  payment  of  commissions,  to  *'this  week." 
Oaty  V.  Clark,  28  Mo.  App.  332 ;  Smith  v.  Tate,  82  Va.  657. 

Sec.  578.    Broker  acting  as  a  mere  middleman. 

If  the  broker  acts  as  a  mere  middleman,  and  finds  a  pur- 
chaser at  the  price  fixed,  it  is  immaterial  that  each  party  to 
the  transaction  was  ignorant  of  the  broker's  employment  by 
the  other  party.  Montross  v.  Eddy,  94  IMich.  100,  53  N.  W.  916. 
A  broker  whose  undertaking  is  merely  to  find  a  purchaser  at 
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a  price  fixed,  or  at  a  price  satisfactory  to  the  seller,  is,  in 
reality,  only  a  middleman,  whose  duty  is  performed  when  the 
buyer  and  seller  are  brougfht  together.  Johnson  v.  11  ay  ward, 
77  Neb.  35, 107  N.  W.  384,  5  L.  R.  A.  n.s.  112.  Compare  Hart  en 
V.  Loeffler,  31  App.  D.  C.  362. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  commission  for  services  rendered 
as  a  middleman  in  bringing  the  parties  together  to  make  an 
exchange  of  property,  evidence  held  to  show  that  plaintiff  was 
an  active  broker  representing  the  party  with  whom  defendant 
made  the  exchange,  and  was  not  a  mere  middleman  who  simply 
brought  the  parties  together  and  permitted  them  to  make  their 
own  trade,  and  was  consequently  not  permitted  to  recover  com- 
missions from  defendant.  Pinch  v.  M  or  ford,  142  Mich.  63,  105 
N.  W.  22.  Under  a  petition  alleging  defendant's  employment 
of  plaintiff  as  a  broker,  in  effecting  a  sale  of  property  for  de- 
fendant, plaintiff  can  not  recover  on  proof  of  services  as  a  mere 
middleman.    Souihach  v.  Lane,  65  N.  Y.  S.  629,  32  Misc.  141. 

A  broker  who  acts  as  a  middleman  to  effect  a  purchase  and 
sale  of  property,  represents  both  the  purchaser  and  the  seller 
and  is  the  common  agent  of  both.  Colvin  v.  Willianis,  3  Harr. 
&  J.  (Md.)  38. 

To  a  certain  extent  and  for  certain  purposes,  by  the  un- 
derstanding and  usages  of  business  and  the  nature  of  his  em- 
ployment, a  broker  is  authorized  to  act  for  both  parties.  But 
what  he  does  in  that  relation  he  does  as  an  indifferent  person 
and  not  in  the  interest  of  either  party.  Every  one  who  employs 
him  is  presumed  to  know  and  consent  that  to  that  extent  and 
for  such  purposes  he  may  so  act.  But  beyond  that  he  has  no 
right  to  engage  in  the  interests  of  the  other  party,  without 
the  actual  knowledge  and  consent  of  his  principal.  Even  cus- 
tom or  usage  will  not  be  allowed  to  extend  the  right  to  act  for 
and  receive  commissions  from  both  parties  to  matters  where 
the  interests  of  the  parties  are  or  may  be  diverse.  Walker  v. 
Osgood,  98  Mass.  348.     Compare  Sec.  475. 

See.  579.    Unlefls  mistake  be  pleaded  and  proved  each  purchaser 
bound  for  the  whole  commission. 

Where  a  title  bond  is  executed  to  several  joint  purchasers, 
each  is  bound  for  the  whole  commission  payable  to  one  who 
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has  assisted  them  in  making  the  purchase,  unless  a  mistake  in 
the  writing  is  pleaded  and  proved.  Schomherg  v.  Anxier,  101 
Ky.  292,  19  Ky.  h.  R.  548,  40  S.  W.  911;  Clifford  v.  Meyer,  6 
Ind.  App.  633,  34  N.  E.  23. 

Sec.  680.    Notice  immediate^''  terminating  agency  means  in  a 
reasonable  time. 

Where  the  contract  was  that  if  defendant  by  himself  or 
through  any  of  his  agents  sold  the  property,  defendant  was 
to  give  plaintiff  immediate  notice  of  that  fact,  the  meaning, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  admitted  facts,  was  an  actual 
sale  and  binding  agreement  on  the  finding  of  a  purchaser  by 
another  agent  than  plaintiff,  ready,  willing  and  able  to  buy, 
of  which  fact  defendant  had  notice,  immediate  notice  required 
by  the  contract  being  notice  within  a  reasonable  time,  taking 
into  consideration  the  situation  of  the  parties  and  all  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances.  Tuffree  v.  Bienford,  130  Iowa,  532, 
107  N.  W.  425. 

See.  581.    Principal  may  remain  neutral  as  to  the  claims  of 
several  brokers. 

9 

Where  several  brokers  are  openly  employed  to  sell  real 
property,  the  entire  duty  of  the  seller  is  performed  by  remain- 
ing neutral  between  them  and  he  has  a  right  to  make  the  sale 
to  a  buyer  produced  by  any  of  them  without  being  called  upon 
to  decide  between  these  several  brokers  as  to  which  of  them 
was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  purchase.  Vreeland  v.  Vatter- 
lein,  33  N.  J.  L.  247,  criticizing  Eggleston  v.  Austin,  27  Kan. 
245;  Scott  V.  Lloyd,  19  Colo.  401,  35  P.  733;  Witherbee  v. 
Walker,  42  Colo.  1,  93  P.  1118;  Dreyer  v.  Ranch,  42  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  22,  3  Daly,  434;  Martin  v.  Billings,  2  City  Ct.  R.  (N. 
Y.)  86 ;  Jennings  v.  Trummer,  96  P.  874,  52  Oregon,  149 ;  Frinck 
V.  Gilbert  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  1088.  Compare  Sees.  291, 
446. 

Where  the  owner  lists  property  with  several  brokers  for  sale, 
he  occupies  a  neutral  position,  being  only  int3rested  in  the  re- 
sult, and  can  sell  and  pay  the  commission  to  the  first  broker 
who  presents  a  customer  who  is  ready  and  willing  to  purchase. 
Frink  v.  Gilbert  (Wash.  Sup.  '09)^  aOl  P.  1088. 
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Sec.  682.    A  proposition  is  not  proved  until  inconBistent  with 
the  negative. 

Upon  an  issue  whether  the  owner  of  real  estate  during  the 
continuance  of  an  option  given  upon  it,  offered  to  sell  it  to 
another  party  at  less  than  the  option  price,  a  statement  made 
by  such  party  to  a  witness  that  such  an  oiler  had  been  made 
to  him  is  not  admissible  evidence  against  the  owner;  it  is  mere 
hearsay;  the  fact  that  during  the  continuance  of  the  option 
the  owner  bargains  the  property  to  a  third  party,  but  contin- 
gent upon  the  failure  of  the  option  holder  to  comply  with  the 
terms  of  his  option,  does  not  alone  constitute  a  breach  of  the 
option  by  the  owner;  upon  the  issue  whether  the  owner  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  option  dissuaded  a  possible  customer 
of  the  option  holder  from  purchasing  from  him,  evidence  that 
the  owner  and  the  customer  had  several  interviews,  and,  after 
the  termination  of  the  option,  entered  into  a  contract  rela- 
tive to  the  land,  does  not  alone  prove  dissuasion  by  the  owner; 
the  customer  may  nevertheless  have  first  of  his  own  notion, 
abandoned  the  option  holder,  and  then  have  sought  to  persuade 
the  reluctant  owner;  the  affirmative  of  such  an  issue  is  not 
sustained  so  long  as  the  evidence  merely  justifies  suspicions  or 
surmises,  or  so  long  as  the  negative  may,  after  all,  be  consistent 
w^ith  the  evidential  facts;  a  proposition  is  not  proved  untiLthe 
evidence  becomes  inconsistent  with  the  negative.  Smith  v. 
Lawrence,  98  Me.  92,  56  A.  455. 

Sec.  683.  Parol  contract  entered  into  by  agent  in  his  own  name 
binds  unnamed  principal. 
An  agent  can,  by  parol  contract  entered  into  in  his  own 
name,  bind  a  principal  whose  name  does  not  appear  in  the  in- 
strument executed  in  pursuance  thereof.  So  held,  in  an  action 
by  executors  to  recover  rent  upon  a  lease  not  under  seal,  the 
copy  adduced  being  signed  by  the  lessee  only,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs being  described  therein  as  landlords,  with  the  word  ''agents" 
after  their  names.    NicoU  v.  Burke,  45  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  75. 

Sec.  684.    Contract  of  broker  to  share  in  profits  for  making 
sales  not  a  partnership. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  has  a  written  contract  with  the 
owner  of  land  to  put  it  upon  the  market,  advertise  and  sell  the 
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same,  having  for  his  interest  only  a  share  in  the  surplus  profits 
arising  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  land,  it  is  a  con- 
tract of  agency  and  not  of  partnership.  Durkee  v.  Gum,  41 
Kan.  496,  21  P.  637;  Hicks  v.  Post,  154  Cal.  22,  96  P.  878. 
Compare  Seattle  Land  Co,  v.  Day,  2  Wash.  451,  27  P.  74. 

Sec.  686.    Contract  to  pay  broker  a  commission  on  withdrawing 
land  from  sale  strictly  constinied. 

A  provision  in  a  real  estate  broker's  contract  for  commis- 
sions for  a  sale  of  land,  that  the  owner  might  withdraw  the 
land  from  the  market  or  raise  the  price  on  paying  to  the  bro- 
ker two  per  cent,  of  the  price  stipulated,  is  penal  in  character 
and  must  be  strictly  construed.  Tracey  v.  Abney,  122  Iowa,  306, 
98  N.  W.  121.    Compare  Sees.  132,  552. 

Sec.  586.    In  trying  to  effect  a  sale  of  real  estate  party  bai 
the  right  to  extravagantly  extol. 

A  party  in  trying  to  effect  a  sale  has  the  legal  right  to  puff 
the  property  in  the  most  extravagant  manner  and  exalt  its 
value  to  the  highest  point  his  antagonist's  credulity  will  bear. 
Tuck  V.  Downing,  76  111.  71. 
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Sec.  B87.    Quantum  meruit. 

If  plaintiff  declares  on  an  express  contract,  but  fails  to  prove 
it,  in  most  jurisdictions  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  on  a  quantum 
meruit,  Emery  v.  Atlanta  R.  E,  Ex,,  88  Ga.  321,  14  S.  E.  556; 
Hammers  v.  Merrick,  42  Kan.  32,  21  P.  783 ;  McDonald  v.  Ort- 
man,  98  Mich.  40,  56  N.  W.  1055;  Thuner  \.  Ranter,  102  MicL 
59,  60  N.  W.  299 ;  McDonnell  v.  Stevenson,  104  Mo.  App.  191, 
77  S.  W.  766 ;  Veatch  v.  Norman,  109  Mo.  App.  387,  84  S.  W. 
350;  Dorrington  v.  Powell,  52  Neb.  440,  72  N.  W.  587;  Ed- 
wards  v.  Goldsmith,  16  Pa.  St.  43;  Thornton  v.  Stevenson  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '95),  21  S.  W.  232;  Oliver  v.  Morawitz,  95  Wis.  1, 
69  N.  W.  977;  Oreen  v.  Mules,  30  L.  J.  C.  PI.  (Eng.)  343. 
Compare  Sec.  639. 

It  has  been  held  that  on  a  petition  to  recover  an  alleged 
agreed  compensation  for  services  as  broker,  a  recovery  may 
be  had  on  proof  of  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services,  and 
the  variance  may  be  disregarded  unless  it  appears  that  defend- 
ant was  misled.  Susdorf  v.  Schmidt,  55  N.  Y.  319;  Close  v. 
Brown,  230  111.  228,  82  N.  B.  629 ;  Gregg  v.  Loomis,  22  Neb. 
174,  34  N.  W.  355. 
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Where  no  agreement  as  to  compensation  was  made  between 
the  owner  of  property  and  the  broker  employed  by  him  to 
make  a  sale  thereof,  the  broker,  on  procuring  a  purchaser,  could 
recover  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  his  services  in  making  the 
sale  at  the  price  he  did,  though  the  principal  had  previously 
revoked  the  agency  by  selling  the  property  without  the  broker's 
knowledge,  and  not  merely  compensation  for  his  services  up 
to  the  time  of  the  revocation  of  the  agency.  Ream^  v.  Wilson, 
147  N.  C.  304,  60  S.  E.  1124.    Compare  Sec.  15. 

Under  a  contract  to  make  one  the  sole  agent  to  sell  lots  at 
a  commission  **  which  shall  be  in  full  for  any  services  he  may 
render  in  surveying  and  laying  out  the  land,''  the  agent  can 
not,  having  made  no  sales,  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  the 
services.    OVhert  v.  Judson,  85  Cal.  105. 

Though  a  contract  for  a  broker's  services  is  required  by  the 
Code  to  be  in  writing,  subscribed  by  the  party  to  be  charged, 
or  his  agent,  in  order  to  be  valid,  such  fact  does  not  preclude 
a  recovery  on  complete  performance  on  a  quantum  meruit. 
Blankcnship  v.  Decker,  84  Mont.  292,  85  P.  1035.  Ihis  is  a 
departure  from  the  general  rule.  Blair  v.  Austin,  71  Neb.  401, 
98  N.  W.  1040;  Rodenhrock  v.  Gress,  74  Neb.  409,  104  N.  W. 
758;  Barney  v.  Lashury,  76  Nob.  701,  107  N.  W.  989;  Stout  v. 
Humphrey,  69  N.  J.  L.  436,  55  A.  281 ;  Leitnbach  v.  Regner,  70 
N.  J.  L.  608,  57  A.  138;  Goldstein  v.  Scotf,  78  N.  Y.  S.  736, 
76  App.  Div.  78  (N.  J.  Law  applied). 

Defendant  contracted  to  give  plaintiff  the  right  for  sixty 
days  to  sell  its  property  at  not  less  than  a  stated  price,  plain- 
tiff to  have  any  excess.  Plaintiff  transferred  the  option,  and 
the  transferees  secured  a  man  to  look  at  the  property  after 
the  expiration  of  the  option,  but  who  refused  to  buy  at  the 
price  named,  and  on  their  notifying  defendant,  defendant  sold 
to  him  at  a  smaller  price.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  on  a  quantum  mrrnlt  for  the  ser\aces  rendered,  having 
failed  to  fulfill  the  condition  which  alone  entitled  him  to  pay- 
ment for  his  scnaces.  Johvson  v.  Va.  &  Car,  Lumber  Co.,  163 
P.  240,  89  C.  C.  A.  632;  Smith  v.  Va,  ct  Car,  Lumber  Co.,  163 
P.  249,  89  C.  C.  A.  632. 

Where  the  contract  between  the  owner  of  real  estate  and  a 
broker  employed  to  sell  the  same  is  void  because  not  in  writing 
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as  required  by  the  statute,  the  broker  can  not  recover  on  a 
quantum  meruit  for  services  rendered  in  accordance  with  the 
contract,  nor  for  the  value  of  his  time  expended  in  that  behalf. 
Nelson  v.  Webster,  83  Neb.  169,  119  N.  W.  256;  Barney  v. 
Lashury,  76  Neb.  701,  107  N.  W.  989. 

A  petition  alleged  the  employment  of  plaintiff  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser for  land  and  assist  in  effecting  a  sale  for  an  agreed 
compensation,  but  that  after  the  purchaser  had  been  procured, 
and  before  a  sale  was  effected,  the  land  owner  wrongfully  re- 
pudiated the  contract  and  completed  the  sale  to  the  purchaser, 
and  that  the  land  owner  had  died  since  the  sale,  and  that,  by 
reason  of  his  death,  plaintiffs  had  become  incompetent  to  tes- 
tify to  conversations  and  transactions  with  him,  and  therefore 
unable  to  prove  the  contract,  and  that  by  reason  of  the  prem- 
ises had  elected  to  sue  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  the  value  of 
their  services,  instead  of  the  compensation  agreed  on,  states 
a  good  cause  of  action  upon  a  quantum  meruit,  and  is  not  de- 
feated because  of  the  unnecessary  explanatory  references  to 
the  special  contract,  and  plaintiff's  incapacity  to  establish  their 
claim  thereunder.  Templeton  v.  Biegert  (Kan.  Sup.  '09),  100 
P.  654. 

Sec.  588.    Broker  has  a  right  of  action  against  defaulting 
purchaser  for  lost  commissions. 

A  real  estate  broker  may  sue  the  purchaser  who  employed 
him  and  who  has  refused  to  carry  out  his  contract  with  the 
vendor,  whereby  the  broker  has  lost  his  right  to  a  commission, 
and  this,  although  he  had  agreed  to  look  to  the  vendor  for 
the  commission.  Livermore  v.  Crane,  26  Wash.  529,  67  P.  221, 
57  L.  R.  A.  401.    Compare  Sec.  425. 

Sec.  588a.    Broker's  right  to  recover  from  vendee  price  paid 
for  property  purchased  for  him. 

Where  a  broker  purchases  property,  without  disclosing  the 
name  of  his  principal,  he  becomes  liable  personally  for  the 
price,  and  he  can  collect  such  price  from  his  principal,  unless 
the  latter  can  show  payment  to  the  vendor  or  a  release  from 
the  broker;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  broker  disclosed 
to  the  vendor  that  he  was  acting  as  an  agent  only.  Knapp  v. 
Simon,  96  N.  Y.  S.  284;  Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  653. 
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Sec.  689.    No  right  in  eqmty  arises  out  of  a  verbal  contract 
for  the  sale  of  land. 

Where  a  person  assumed,  without  authority,  to  act  as  agent 
for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  and  the  contract  is  merely  verbal, 
the  person  injured  by  relying  on  such  representations  has  no 
remedy  in  equity  against  him  for  damages  on  the  ground  of 
part  performance.  Warr  v.  Jones,  24  Weekly  Eep.  Cas.  (Eng.) 
695. 

Sec.  B90.    Statute  of  frauds. 

A  contract  for  the  purchase  or  sale  of  lands  for  another,  not 
being  for  the  sale  of  land  but  for  personal  services,  will  not 
be  offensive  to  the  statute  of  frauds,  because  not  in  writing. 
Ivy  Coal  Co.  v.  Long,  139  Ala.  535,  36  S.  722;  Stephens  v. 
BaUey,  149  Ala.  256,  42  S.  740;  Monroe  v.  Snow,  131  111.  126, 
23  N.  E.  401;  Ward  v.  Lawrence,  79  111.  295;  Fox  v.  Starr, 
106  lU.  App.  273;  Collins  v.  Smith,  18  111.  160,  162;  Watson 
V.  Sherman,  84  111.  263,  267 ;  Fisher  v.  Bell,  91  Ind.  243 ;  Talbot 
V.  Bou^en,  A.  K.  Mar.  (Ky.)  436;  Houston  v.  Boagni,  McGloin 
(La.),  164;  Hamilton  v.  Frothingham,  59  Mich.  253,  26  N.  W. 
486 ;  Waterman  R.  E.  Ex,  v.  Stephens,  71  Mich.  104,  38  N.  W. 
685;  Hancock  v.  Dodge,  85  Miss.  228,  37  S.  711;  Owinnup  v.. 
Sibert,  106  Mo.  App.  709,  80  S.  W.  589;  Riley  v.  Minor,  29 
Mo.  App.  439;  Worrell  v.  Munn,  5  N.  Y.  229;  Wilson  v.  Clark, 
35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  92  79  S.  W.  649 ;  Yearly  v.  Grigsby,  9  Leigh 
(Va.),  387. 

In  some  States,  by  statute,  a  contract  with  a  broker  to  pur- 
chase or  sell  land,  must  be  in  writing — California,  Indiana, 
Missouri,  Nebraska,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  South  Dakota,  Illi- 
nois, Washington.  Wysing  v.  Sills  (Ind.  App.  '09),  88  N.  E. 
954;  Farland  v.  Boy  urn  (Wash.  Sup.  *09),  102  P.  34;  Mc 
Carthy  v.  Loupe,  62  Cal.  299,  10  P.  C.  L.  J.  562 ;  Pacific  Land 
&  Trust  Co.  V.  Blochman,  11  P.  C.  L.  J.  24;  Perkins  v.  Cooper 
Cal.  Sup.  '90),  24  P.  377;  Bis.sen  v.  Terry,  69  111.  184;  Rothwell 
V.  Oibson,  121  Mo.  App.  279,  98  S.  W.  801 ;  Kesner  v.  Miesch, 
204  111.  320,  68  N.  E.  405;  Milne  v.  Kleb,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  378,  14 
A.  646,  810;  Finley  v.  Hanley,  121  i\lo.  App.  358,  98  S.  W.  803; 
Mendles  v.  Danish,  74  N.  J.  L.  333,  65  A.  888 ;  Briggs  v.  Bounds, 
48  Wash.  579,  94  P.  101 ;  Danielson  v.  Goebel,  71  Neb.  300,  98 
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N.  W.  819 ;  McGiiry  v.  Satchwell,  129  Cal.  389,  62  P.  58 ;  Dot- 
son  V.  Toole,  129  Cal.  488,  62  P.  92;  Waiters  v.  Dancey  (S.  D. 
'09),  122  N.  W.  430. 

Where  plaintiff,  at  defendant's  request,  procured  the  title 
to  real  estate,  taking  it  in  his  own  name,  and  afterward  con- 
veyed it  to  defendant,  defendant's  agreement  to  pay  him  for 
his  services  one-half  of  the  sum  for  which  the  real  estate  might 
be  sold,  is  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds.  Hvff  v.  Hardmck, 
19  Colo.  App.  416,  75  P.  593. 

A  broker  who  has  made  a  parol  contract  of  sale  of  realty 
can  not,  after  his  principal  has  contracted  to  sell  the  land  to 
another  purchaser  and  has  so  informed  the  broker,  make  such 
a  memorandum  as  will  ^take  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  frauds.  Elliott  v.  Barrett,  144  Mass.  256,  10  N.  B. 
820. 

Under  Civil  Code,  Sec.  1624,  Sub.  6,  requiring  that  a  bro- 
ker's authorization  to  sell  shall  be  in  writing,  a  memorandum 
of  authority  is  not  fatally  defective  because  it  did  not  recite 
the  terms  of  sale  and  amount  of  payments.  Baird  v.  Loescher, 
(Cal.  App.  '08),  98  P.  40. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  realty  owned 
by  defendant  and  K.,  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  in  offering  the 
property  for  sale  defendant  acted  as  agent  for  K.,  and  as  such 
agent  made  an  oral  agreement  to  pay  plaintiff  a  reasonable 
commission  for  selling  the  property.  Civil  Code,  Sec.  1624,  re- 
quires agreements  authorizing  the  sale  of  realty,  or  some  memo- 
randum thereof,  to  be  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  party  to 
be  charged  or  his  agent.  Tleld,  that,  conceding  that  the  bro- 
ker could  contract  orally  with  another  as  to  the  compensa- 
tion he  was  to  receive  from  the  owner  for  selling  realty,  the 
plaintiff  did  not  allege  any  written  contract  by  defendant  with 
K.,  and  hence  he  was  entitled  to  no  compensation  which  could 
be  the  subject  of  an  oral  contract  with  plaintiff ;  so  that  whether 
the  complaint  charged  defendant  individually  or  as  agent  for 
K.,  the  oral  agreement  with  plaintiff  for  commissions  was  in- 
valid.   AldiH  V.  Schleicher,  9  Cal.  App.  372,  99  P.  526. 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  of  frauds  which  require  the 
authority  for  selling  land  as  a  basis  for  a  broker's  commission 
to  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  owner  or  his  authorized  agent, 
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is  not  complied  with,  where  the  person  who  signed  is  neither 
the  owner  nor  his  authorized  agent.  Byer  v.  Winter  (N.  J. 
Sup.  '09),  72  A.  84. 

A  declaration  which  sets  out  that  defendant  employed  plain- 
tiff to  sell  real  estate,  and  a  promise  by  the  defendant  to  pay 

« 

for  such  services,  need  not  set  out  that  the  authority  for  selling 
and  the  statement  of  the  rate  of  commissions  were  in  writing, 
as  a  statutory  requirement  to  that  effect  is  a  matter  of  evidence 
only.    Adams  v.  Orady  (N.  J.  Sup.  '09),  72  A.  55. 

Bums'  Annotated  Statutes,  1908,  Sec  7463,  provides  that 
no  contract  for  the  payment  of  a  commission  to  a  broker  for 
securing  a  purchaser  for  real  estate  shall  be  valid,  unless  in 
writing  signed  by  the  owner.  Held,  that  the  fact  that  a  bro- 
ker has  fully  performed  his  part  of  the  contract  does  not  take 
the  case  out  of  the  statute.  Price  v.  Walker  (Ind.  App.  '09), 
88  N.  E.  78. 

A  contract  whereby  a  broker  was  to  procure  a  purchaser 
for  real  estate  and  also  for  personal  property  was  within  the 
statute.    Price  v.  Walker  (Ind,  App.  '09),  88  N.  E.  78. 

Since  the  statute  renders  invalid  a  contract  for  the  payment 
of  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for  real  estate,  un- 
less the  contract  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  owner,  an  oral 
contract  within  the  statute,  though  valid  in  th^  State  where 
made,  can  not  be  enforced  in  Indiana.  Price  v.  Walker  (Ind. 
App.  '09),  88  N.  E.  78. 

Though  the  statute  provides  that  any  agreement  authorizing 
an  employe  as  an  agent  or  broker  to  sell  or  purchase  real  es- 
tate for  a  commission  shall  be  void  unless  the  agreement  or 
promise,  or  some  note  or  memorandum  thereof,  be  in  writing, 
where  the  broker  sells  the  land  under  an  oral  agreement  au- 
thorizing the  service,  the  moral  obligation  of  the  owner  to  pay 
for  the  services  is  sufScient  to  sustain  a  subsequent  written 
agreement  to  pay  therefor.  Muir  v.  Kane  (Wash.  Sup.  '09), 
104  P.  153. 

A  modification  of  a  written  contract  employing  a  broker 
to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  for  $5,000,  at  a  commis- 
sion of  five  per  cent.,  by  authorizing  the  broker  to  sell  for  $4,500 
is  material,  and  under  Bums'  Ann.  Stat.,  1908,  Sec.  7463, 
providing  that  no  contract  for  the  payment  of  commissions  for 
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procuring  a  purchaser  shall  be  valid  unless  the  same  is  in  writ- 
ing, signed  by  the  owner,  an  action  does  not  lie  on  the  altered 
contract  unless  the  alteration  is  evidenced  by  a  writing  signed 
by  the  OM'ner.  WdUiiger  v.  Crawford  (Tnd.  App.  '09),  89  N. 
E.  892. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  any  agreement  authorizing  a 
broker  to  sell  or  purchase  real  estate  for  commissions  shall  be 
void  unless  the  agreement,  or  some  memorandum  thereof  is  in 
writing  signed  by  the  parties  to  be  charged  therewith,  a  memo- 
randum which  authorizes  no  broker,  describes  no  real  estate, 
contains  no  agreement  for  the  payment  of  commissions,  and 
is  not  signed  by  the  parties,  is  insufficient.  Swartswood  v. 
Naslin  (Wash.  Sup.  '10),  106  P.  770. 

An  agreement  by  a  broker  to  give  a  purchaser  of  land  his 
commissions  is  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds.  Spengeman 
V.  Palestine  Bdg\  Ars%  60  N.  J.  L.  357,  37  A.  723.  An  agent 
who  has  invested  his  principal's  money  in  land  and  taken  the 
title  in  his  ovm  name,  will  not  be  allowed  to  set  up  the  statute 
of  frauds  against  the  enforcement  of  the  trust,  on  the  ground 
that  the  agency  was  without  written  authority.  Firestone  v. 
Firestone,  49  Ala.  128;  Lopsed  v.  Fritz,  91  N.  Y.  S.  5,  45  Misc. 
620.  A  memorandum  signed  by  the  auctioneer  selling  real  es- 
tate, describing  the  land  sold  land  stating  the  terms  of  sale, 
binds  both  buyer  and  seller,  and  is  a  compliance  with  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds.    Oarth  v.  Davis,  27  Ky.  L.  R.  505,  85  S.  W.  692. 

Sec.  591.    Real  estate  agent  not  liable  for  failure  to  remove 
snow  from  sidewalk. 

Real  estate  agents,  whose  agency  is  restricted  to  the  collec- 
tion of  rents  of  property  or  the  soliciting  and  submission  of 
offers  to  purchase,  are  not  within  the  meaning  of  an  act  of 
Congress  requiring  the  owner,  agent  or  tenant  of  real  estate 
within  the  district  to  remove  snow  and  ice  from  paving  side- 
walks in  front  of  their  property,  and  are  therefore  not  liable 
to  the  penalties  cf  that  statute.  Iloltzman  v.  U.  8,,  14  App. 
(D.  C.)  454, 

Sec.  692.    Seals,  and  the  necessity  for  their  use. 

A  real  estate  agent  whose  authority  is  first  put  in  writing 
in  a  contract  for  a  sale  between  the  vendor  and  vendee  which 
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is  not  under  seal,  can  not  recover  commissions  for  the  sale. 
Alpern  v.  Klein  (N.  J.  Sup.  '08),  68  A.  799. 

It  requires  an  instrument  under  seal  to  ratify  the  unauthor- 
ized deed  of  an  agent  Spofford  v.  Hobbs,  29  IMe.  148 ;  Drum- 
right  V.  Philpoi,  16  Ga.  424;  Reese  v.  Medlock,  27  Tex.  120. 

Where  the  act  of  the  principal  is  required  to  be  done  in  the 
name  of  the  principal,  the  authority  to  do  the  act  must  be 
conferred  by  an  instrument  under  seal.  Mitchell  v.  Sprout,  5 
J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  2fi4;  Clark  v.  Graham,  6  Wheat.  (U.  S.) 
577 ;  Butterfield  v.  BeaU,  3  Ind.  203. 

In  Illinois  a  power  of  attorney  not  under  seal  will  be  suflB- 
ciont  to  authorize  the  attorney  to  sell  land,  but  not  to  make 
a  conveyance.  Watson  v.  Sherman,  84  111.  263,  267.  See  also 
Sec.  57. 

Sec.  593.    When  tender  of  written  agreement  by  purchaser  not 
necessary. 

The  broker  is  not  obliged  to  cause  the  party  willing  to  pur- 
chase to  tender  to  the  seller  a  written  agreement  to  that  effect. 
Cook  V.  Kroemeke,  4  Daly  (N.  Y.),  268. 

Sec.  594.    Employment  of  broker  to  measure  land  does  not  sus- 
tain claim  of  broker  for  selling. 

Evidence  that  testator  employed  claimant,  a  real  estate  bro- 
ker, to  procure  persons  to  go  on  certain  premises,  measure 
them  and  look  at  them,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  tenant 
to  believe  that  they  intended  to  purchase,  does  not  support  a 
verified  claim  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  the  house  for  tes- 
tator.   Von  nermarini  v.  Wagner,  30  N.  Y.  S.  991,  81  Hun,  431. 

Sec.  595.    Where  title  taken  by  broker  to  land  purchased,  prin- 
cipal may  tender  amount  and  demand  deed. 

Where  a  broker  acting  for  his  principal  has  taken  the  title 
to  land  purchased  in  his  own  name,  the  principal,  on  tendering 
the  amount  paid  for  the  land  and  an  amount  sufficient  to  com- 
pensate the  agent  for  his  services,  and  a  deed  for  him  to  exe- 
cute and  demand  execution  thereof,  the  agent  refusing,  may 
recover  the  land  in  ejectment.  Rose  v.  11  ay  den,  35  Kan.  106. 
Cofitra,  Burden  v.  Sheridan,  36  Iowa,  125;  Dorsey  v.  Clark, 
4  Harr.  &  J.  (Md.)  551. 
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8eo.  596.    When  not  neceesary  for  broker  to  show  vendor  had  a 
clear  title. 

Where  defendant  did  not  base  his  refusal  to  carry  out  an 
agreement  to  purchase  property  upon  any  invalidity  of  the 
owner's  title,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  broker,  in  suing  for 
the  commissions  for  negotiating  the  purchase,  to  show  that  the 
title  was  clear.    Hanna  v.  Espalla,  148  Ala.  313,  42  S.  443. 

Bee^  697.    Contract  of  sale  requiring  owner  to  furnish  ab- 
stract of  title  not  within  authority  of  broker. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  in  procuring 
a  purchaser  for  a  tract  of  land,  it  appeared  that  the  contract 
of  employment  only  fixed  the  price,  and  that  the  broker  exe- 
cuted a  contract  of  sale  binding  the  owner  to  furnish  an  ab* 
stract  of  title,  an  instruction  that  if  the  owner  entered  into 
the  contract  by  which  he  authorized  the  broker  to  sell  the  land 
at  the  price  named,  and  the  broker  entered  into  a  contract  for 
the  sale  thereof  at  the  price  named,  to  a  person  ready,  able 
and  willing  to  pay  therefor,  he  was  entitled  to  his  commissions, 
was  erroneous,  on  the  issue  whether  the  sale  made  by  the  bro- 
ker was  on  the  terms  on  which  he  was  authorized  to  effect  a 
sale.  Hunt  v.  Tuttle,  133  Iowa,  647,  110  N.  W.  1026.  See  ref- 
erences under  Sec.  307. 

Sec.  698.    A  custom  of  usage  must  be  general  before  a  court 
will  declare  its  existence  as  a  matter  of  law. 

The  existence  of  a  custom  or  usage  to  the  effect  that  the 
broker  shall  be  entitled  to  commissions  in  the  event  that  his 
principal  declines  to  complete  the  transaction  negotiated,  wiU 
not  be  declared  by  the  court  as  a  matter  of  law,  unless  it  is 
notorious  and  universal.  Durkee  v.  VermoTit  Cen.  R.  Co.^  29 
Vt.  127. 

Sec.  599.  .  Where  a  usage  is  proved,  the  law  raises  a  presump- 
tion that  the  agent  contracted  with  reference  thereto. 

Where  the  evidence  adduced  is  sufficient  to  provo  that  the 
usage  among  real  estate  agents  is  general,  the  law  raises  a  pre- 
sumption that  the  agent  knew  the  usage  and  contracted  with 
reference  to  it.  Cameron  v.  McNair,  76  Mo.  App.  366.  See 
also  Sec.  626. 
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Sec.  600.    UnconBtitntionality  of  statute  requiring  contract  em- 
ploying broker  to  be  in  writing. 

Penal  Code  providing  that  in  cities  of  the  first  and  .second  •. 
class  any  person  offering  for  sale  real  property  without  writ- 
ten authority  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  is  unconsti- 
tutional, as  improperly  abridging  the  rights  and  privileges  of 
citizens  of  one  portion  of  the  State  with  respect  to  a  matter 
of  contracts.  Cody  v.  Dempsey,  83  N.  Y.  S.  899,  86  App.  Div. 
335 ;  Orossmann  v.  Cominez,  79  N.  Y.  S.  900,  79  App.  Div.  15. 
Statutes  requiring  such  contracts  to  be  in  writing,  in  other 
States  upheld.  Baker  v.  Oillan,  68  Neb.,  368,  94  N.  W.  615; 
City  of  St.  Louis  v.  McCann,  157  Mo.  301,  57  S.  W.  1016. 

Sec.  601.    Undisclosed  principal. 

Plaintiffs,  as  brokers,  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase from  defendant  of  certain  bonds,  claiming  to  act  for  an 
undisclpsed  principal  and  stipulating  that  they  should  in  no 
manner  be  held  liable  on  the  contract  which,  as  they  had  rea- 
son to  believe,  was  made  by  defendant  under  a  misapprehension 
as  to  the  value  of  the  bonds ;  in  fact,  they  were  acting  for  them- 
selves, and  there  was  no  other  principal.  Held,  that  they  could 
not  maintain  an  action  on  the  contract;  not  as  agents  for  an 
undisclosed  principal,  because  no  such  principal  existed,  nor 
as  principals,  because  by  their  fraudulent  misrepresentations 
they  had  secured  immunity  from  liability  on  the  contract  as 
such,  and  estopped  themselves  from  claiming  rights  which  were 
correlative  with  such  liability.  Paine  v.  Loeb,  96  Fed.  164,  37 
C.  C.  A.  434. 

Defendant  agreed  to  furnish  to  a  broker  a  certain  amount  of 
money  to  be  used  in  the  purchase  of  a  mine  which  was  to  be 
conveyed  to  a  corporation  to  be  formed,  in  which  defendant 
was  to  have  a  certain  share  of  the  stock,  the  money  advanced 
to  be  repaid  to  him  from  the  profits ;  the  broker  purchased  the 
mine,  in  accordance  with  the  agreement,  making  a  cash  pay- 
ment thereon,  which  was  furnished  by  defendant,  and  executed 
his  own  notes  for  the  deferred  payments,  defendant  not  being 
known  in  the  transaction  with  the  seller.  Held,  that  the  bro- 
ker  and  not  the  defendant  was  the  purchaser,  and  that  de- 
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fendant  could  not  be  held  liable  on  the  note  as  an  undisclosed 
principal.  Krohn  v.  Lambeth,  114  Cal.  302,  46  P.  164.  Com- 
pare Harper  v-  Nat,  Bank,  54  0.  S.  425. 

One  acting  as  agent  of  an  undisclosed  principal  may  be 
treated  as  the  principal  by  the  party  with  whom  he  deals. 
Welch  V.  Goodwin,  123  Mass.  71;  Pentz  v.  Stanton,  10  Weni 
271;  Bickford  v.  First  Nat.  Bk.,  42  111.  238;  Baldwin  v.  Leon- 
ard,  39  Vt.  260;  Lawler  v.  Armstrong  (Wash.  '09),  102  P.  775. 

Where  the  real  party  in  interest  is  not  disclosed  to  the  ven- 
dor, the  broker  should  not  be  allowed  to  prevail,  on  the  theoiy 
that  he  has  produced  the  agent  of  an  undisclosed  principal 
Mott  V.  Minor  (Cal.  App.   '09),  106  P.  244. 

Sec.  602.  Where  broker  must  be  authorized  in  writing,  con- 
tract without  unenforceable. 

Revised  Statutes,  1899,  Sec.  3418,  providing  that  no  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  lands  made  by  an  agent  shall  be  'binding 
on  the  principal  unless  the  agent  is  authorized  in  writing  to 
make  such  contract.  Held,  that  where  the  emplojonent  of  the 
broker  was  not  evidenced  by  the  written  consent  of  the  land 
owner,  a  written  contract  to  sell  the  same  by  the  broker  with 
a  purchaser  was  unenforceable  against  the  land  owner.  Toutig 
V.  Ruhwedel,  119  ^fo.  App.  231,  96  R.  W.  228.    See  also  Sec.  433. 

Sec.  602a.  Manner  in  which  written  contracts  with  real  estate 
brokers  employed  to  sell  real  estate  should  be  constmed 
and  enforced. 

Laws  of  1905,  p.  110,  c.  58,  requiring  an  agreement  employ- 
ing a  real  estate  broker  to  be  written,  should  be  enforced  as 
designed  to  prevent  vendors  and  purchaser  from  being  de- 
frauded by  brokers  wrongfully  claiming  commissions,  but  not 
in  such  manner  as  to  defraud  brokers.  McCree  v.  Ogden,  50 
Wash.  495,  97  P.  503,  three  judges  dissenting. 

Sec.  603.  Broker  can  not  recover  commissions  where  oontraet 
unenforceable. 

A  real  estate  agent  can  not  base  a  claim  for  commissions  on 
a  contract  of  sale  which  because  of  its  incompleteness,  can  not 
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be  enforced.     Bradford  v.  Menard,  35  Minn.  197;  Mason  v. 
Small,  130  Mo.  App.  249,  109  S.  W.  822.    See  also  Sec.  209. 

Sec.  604.    Contract  by  unlicensed  broker  not  absolutely  void. 

Under  the  Code  requiring  a  license  to  practice  the  business 
of  a  broker,  and  imposing  a  penalty  for  the  violation  thereof, 
a  contract  of  an  unlicensed  real  estate  broker  to  sell  real  es- 
tate for  another  is  not  absolutely  void.  Cohb  v..  Dunlevie,  63 
W.  Va.,  398,  60  S.  E.  384;  Smith  v.  Sharp  (Ala.  Sup.  '09),  50 
S.  381.    See  also  Sec.  576. 

Sec.  605.    Agreement  to  hire  auctioneer  to  sell  land  need  not 
be  in  writing. 

Plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendant  to  advertise  property 
for  sale  at  auction,  and  secured  an  auctioneer  and  took  charge 
of  the  sale;  after  plaintiff  had  advertised  the  property  and 
secured  an  auctioneer,  but  before  the  day  of  sale,  defendant 
sold  the  property  privately,  and  thereupon  agreed  with  plain- 
tiff to  pay  him  two  per  cent,  of  the  price  for  what  he  had  done. 
Held,  that  the  agreement  was  not  within  the  statute  which  re- 
quires a  writing  to  entitle  brokers  to  commissions  for  selling 
real  estate,  and  is  valid.  Griffith  v.  Daly,  56  N.  J.  Law,  466, 
29  A.  169. 

Sec.  606.    Memoranda  held  insufficient  to  meet  the  requirements 
of  the  statute  of  frauds. 

Ballinger's  Acts  and  Statutes,  Sec.  4576,  provides  that  an 
agreement  authorizing  or  employing  a  broker  to  sell  or  pur- 
chase real  estate  for  compensation  or  commission  shall  be  void 
unless  the  contract  or  some  note  or  memorandum  thereof  be 
in  writing,  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged;  in  an  action 
by  a  broker  he  relied  on  a  memorandum  addressed  to  himself 
reading:  ** Enclosed  find  contract  which  S.  wishes  signed  by 
P.  and  confirmed  by  R.  Advise  us  when  abstract  is  ready,*' 
and  signed  by  one  of  the  defendants,  S.  being  the  other  de- 
fendant; F.  having  represented  the  owner  of  the  land  and  R. 
being  the  owner,  and  the  abstract  being  an  abstract  of  title  to 
the  land.  Held,  that  the  memorandum  was  insufficient  under 
the  statute.    Keith  v.  Smith,  46  Wash.  131,  89  P.  473;  McCrea 
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V.  Ogden  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  103  P.  788;  MendenhM  v.  Rose 
(Sup.  Ct.  Cal.  '93),  33  P.  884;  Phillips  v.  Jones,  39  IncL  App. 
626,  80  N.  E.  555. 

Sec.  607.    Statute  of  limitatioxui. 

Where  a  broker  sold  certain  property  under  a  contract  by 
which  the  purchaser  leased  the  same  for  a  term  of  years  with 
an  option  to  purchase,  which  option  was  exercised  December 
31,  1902,  the  broker's  right  to  commissions  did  not  accrue  until 
that  time,  and  was  not  barred  by  the  three  years'  statute  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  the  action  to  recover  the  same  on  June 
27,  1904.    Coates  v.  Locust  Point  Co.,  102  Md.  291,  62  A.  625. 

If  a  broker  having  charge  of  the  property  of  a  syndicate 
makes  a  contract  of  sale  of  lots  to  a  nominal  purchaser  to  show 
business,  and  such  purchaser  assigns  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
who  completes  the  sale,  the  statute  of  limitations  will  run 
against  the  broker's  claim  for  commissions  as  of  the  date  of 
the  bona  fide  sale,  and  not  of  the  nominal  one.  Ross  v.  Fick- 
ling,  11  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  442. 

An  action  against  real  estate  brokers  for  deceit  in  selling 
land  is  governed  by  the  statute  requiring  actions  for  debt  not 
evidenced  by  a  written  contract,  to  be  brought  within  two  years. 
Gordon  v.  Rhodes  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  40. 

A  right  of  action  by  an  agent  against  his  principal  for  reim- 
bursement for  money  paid  out  in  defending  a  suit  for  breach 
of  warranty  of  land  sold  at  the  principal's  request,  would  not 
arise  until  the  agent  paid  the  judgment  against  himself,  so 
that  an  action  brought  within  six  months  thereafter  would 
not  be  barred  by  limitations,  and  limitations  would  not  begin 
to  run  to  bar  recovery  of  the  expenses  of  defending  the  suit 
until  the  last  item  was  paid,  as  in  the  case  of  a  running  account 
Shearer  v.  Ouardian  Trnst  Co,  (!Mo.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  456. 

A  purchaser  was  induced  by  fraudulent  representations  of 
the  broker  of  the  vendor  to  purchase  land  for  $12,500,  $5,000 
of  which  was  to  be  in  cash,  and  the  balance  in  notes.  The  pur- 
chaser paid  to  the  vendor  $2,500  of  cash,  and  it  was  under- 
stood that  $2,527  should  be  paid  by  the  broker  to  the  owner 
on  the  purchaser's  account.  Payment  was  not  made,  and  the 
purchaser  did  not  discover  the  fact  until  four  years  and  ten 
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months  had  elapsed.  Held,  that  the  right  of  the  purchaser  to 
recover  from  the  broker  as  for  deceit  was  barred  by  the  four 
years'  statute  of  limitations.  Gordon  v.  Rhodes  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  117  S.  W.  1023,  certified  questions  answered,  116  S.  W.  40. 

Sec.  608.    Rival  broken. 

One  of  several  independent  brokers  employed  to  procure  a 
purchaser  must  produce  a  customer  of  his  own,  and  not  one 
then  sustaining  that  relation  to  another  of  the  brokers,  and 
when  he  is  first  in  negotiating  with  a  customer  he  will  con- 
tinue to  sustain  that  relation  until  it  is  expressly  broken  off 
or  the  matter  of  the  purchase  has  ceased  to  be  held  under  con- 
sideration by  the  purchaser.  Jennings  v.  Tritmrncr,  52  Oregon, 
149,  96  P.  874. 

Sec.  609.    If  purchaser  willing  to  perform,  statute  of  frauds 
not  available  to  defeat  broker's  commissions. 

A  real  ^tate  broker,  in  order  to  recover  commissions,  must 
show  either  a  consummation  of  the  sale  or  the  obtaining  of 
a  purchaser;  the  mere  fact,  however,  that  the  contract  was 
within  the  statute  of  frauds  does  not  preclude  a  recovery  for 
commissions,  if  a  willingness  to  perform  the  same  is  shown. 
Carter  v.  Simpson,  180  111.  App.  328;  McKenna  v.  Harvie,  38 
Minn.  18,  35  N.  W.  668.  This  is  true  also  in  the  case  of  a  con- 
tract to  exchange  properties.  Schulte  v.  Meehan,  133  111.  App. 
491. 

Sec.  610.    Reasonable  price  inferred  by  law. 

Where  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  between  the  owner 
and  a  couple  of  real  estate  agents  provides  that  the  owner 
shall  fix  its  selling  price,  the  law  infers  that  it  shall  fix  a  rea- 
sonable price,  and  that  the  sale  shall  be  made  within  a  rea- 
sonable time.     Tinsley  v.  Burfey,  99  111.  App.  239. 

Sec.  611.    What  is  a  reasonable  time  must  be  determined  by  the 
facts  and  circumstances  in  each  case. 

In  determining  what  constitutes  a  reasonable  time  within 
which  a  real  estate  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  for 
a  farm  must  procure  a  purchaser  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  his 
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commissions,  the  facts  and  circumstances  must  be  considered. 
Sallee  v.  McMurtry,  133  Mo.  App.  253,  88  S.  W.  157 ;  Geiger  v. 
Riser  (Colo.  Sup.  MO^  107  P.  267.    See  also  Sec.  612. 

Where  an  owner  of  premises  agreed  in  September  to  extend 
the  time  within  which  a  broker  might  sell  to  such  time  as  he 
could  get  the  prospective  purchaser  to  bind  itself  to  buy,  and 
it  was  contemplated  that  the  broker  was  to  have  until  some 
time  after  the  beginning  of  the  year  to  make  the  sale,  and  the 
sale  was,  in  fact,  closed  in  April,  active  negotiations  having 
been  kept  up  all  the  time  with  the  prospect  of  eventual  success, 
the  delay  in  closing  the  sale  was  not  unreasonable,  and  did  not, 
on  that  ground,  authorize  the  revocation  of  the  broker's  au- 
thority without  his  consent.  Luhn  v,  Fortran  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  115  S.  W.  667.     Writ  of  error  denied  by  Supreme  Court 

Sec.  612.    Broker's  employment  continues  for  a  reasonable  time. 

Where,  at  the  time  a  broker  was  employed  to  sell  real  estate, 
no  period  was  agreed  on  during  which  the  agency  should  con- 
tinue, it  continued  for  a  reasonable  time  after  the  employment, 
in  view  of  all  the  circumstances.  SiaeJilin  v.  Kramer,  118  Mo. 
App.  329,  94  S.  W.  785 ;  Sallee  v.  McMurtry,  113  ]Mo.  App.  253, 
88  S.  W.  157;  Morgan  v.  Keller,  194  Mo.  663,  92  S.  W.  75; 
Hanna  v.  Espalla,  148  Ala.  313,  42  S.  443;  Turner  v.  Siiyden 
132  Mo.  App.  320,  111  S.  W.  858;  Oeiger  v.  Kiser  (Colo.  Sup. 
10),  107  P.  267.    Compare  Sees.  614,  620. 

Sec.  613.    Contract  to  pay  plaintiff  $1,000,000  if  defendant 
bought  railroad  bound  him  only  for  a  reasonable  time. 

Where  plaintiff  alleged  that  defendant  agreed  to  pay  him 
$1,000,000  for  information  and  services  relating  to  the  pros- 
pective purchase  of  a  railroad,  in  case  the  defendant  purchased 
the  same  or  became  interested  in  its  purchase  with  others, 
such  contract  could  not  be  construed  to  restrain  defendant 
from  becoming  interested  in  the  purchase  of  such  railroad  for 
all  time,  on  pain  of  being  liable  on  the  contract,  but  only 
bound  him  not  to  participate  in  the  purchase  for  a  reason- 
able time  unless  he  paid  plaintiff  for  his  services.  Mengis  v. 
Fitzgerald,  95  N.  Y.  S.  436,  108  App.  Div.  24;  Dyer  v.  Duffy, 
39  W.  Va.  148,  19  S.  E.  540,  24  L.  R.  A.  339. 
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Sec.  614.  Seasonable  time  immaterial  where  broker  iincUi  pur- 
chaser while  employed. 
Where  a  broker  finds  a  purchaser  at  the  seller's  terms  while 
still  employed,  the  reasonableness  of  the  time  which  he  has 
taken  to  do  so  is  immaterial.  Moore  v.  Boehm,  91  N.  Y.  S. 
125,  45  Misc.  622.    See  also  Sec.  628.    Compare  Sec.  612. 

Sec.  615.    In  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  the  reason- 
able value  of  the  services  may  be  recovered  by  broker. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  renders  services  in  procuring  a 
purchaser  for  land,  with  the  owner's  consent  but  without  any 
agreement  for  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  for  such  services, 
the  agent  is  entitled  to  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  the 
services.  Stephens  v.  Tomlinson,  etc.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '05),  88 
S.  W.  304;  Hawkins  v.  Chandler,  8  Houst.  (Del.)  434,  32  A. 
464;  Blester  v.  Evans,  59  111.  App.  181;  New  Kanawha  C,  & 
M.  Co.  V.  Wright,  163  Ind.  529,  72  N.  E.  bbO-.X^arruihers  v. 
Towne,  86  Iowa,  318,  53  N.  W.  240;  Bolles  v.  Weston,  156 
Mass.  357,  31  N.  E.  483;  Boardman  v.  Hanks,  185  Mass.  555, 
70  N.  E.  1012;  Baer  v.  Koch,  21  N.  Y.  S.  974,  2  Misc.  334; 
Donald  v.  Lawson,  87  N.  Y.  S.  485;  Lansing  v.  Johnson,  18 
Neb.  174,  24  N.  W.  726;  McMurtrif  v.  Madison,  18  Neb.  291, 
25  N.  W.  85 ;  Harrell  v.  Zimpleman,  66  Tex.  292,  17  S.  W.  478 ; 
Alexander  v.  Wakefield  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  69  S.  W.  77. 

Sec.  616.    Reasonable  compensation. 

What  is  a  fair  and  reasonable  compensation  depends  upon 
the  amount  allowed  for  such  services  by  custom  or  usage  locally 
prevailing  among  brokers.  Hartman  v.  Warner,  75  Conn.  197, 
52  A.  719;  Williams  v.  Clowes,  75  Conn.  155,  52  A.  820;  Semple 
V.  Band,  112  Iowa,  616,  84  N.  W.  683:  Thomns  v.  Brandt  (Md. 
'93),  26  A.  524;  Graves  v.  Dill,  159  Mass.  74,  34  N.  E.  336; 
Ashby  V.  Holmes,  68  Mo.  App.  23;  Oreen  \,  Wright,  36  Mo. 
App.  298;  Lansing  v.  Johnson,  18  Neb.  174,  24  N.  W.  726; 
Potts  V.  AecJitermacht,  93  Pa.  St.  138 ;  Insloe  v.  Jones,  Brightly 
(Pa.),  76. 

Sec.  617.    Hot  neceesary  for  broker  to  put  defendant  in  default 
before  suing  for  fees. 
Where,  after  giving  plaintiff  a  power  of  attorney  to  act  as 
agent  for  the  sale  of  defendant's  real  estate,  plaintiff  and  a 
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prospective  buyer  had  started  to  meet  the  defendant  at  the 
property  in  another  State,  and  defendant  put  an  end  to  the 
agency  and  placed  it  out  of  his  power  to  carry  out  the  promise 
of  sale  by  making  a  sale  to  a  third  person,  there  was  no  ne- 
cessity for  plaintiff  to  put  defendant  in  default  before  suing 
for  his  commissions.  Luckett  Land  &  Em.  Co.  v.  Brown,  118 
La.  943,  43  S.  628. 

Sec.   618.    Ratification  not  shown  by   acquiescence  without 
'  knowledge. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  making 
a  sale,  defendant's  acquiescence  in  plaintiff's  statement  that 
plaintiff  had  secured  a  loan  for  a  prospective  purchaser  did 
not  fairly  justify  the  conclusion  that  defendant  ratified  the 
agency  claimed  by  plaintiff,  as  no  claim  of  agency  was  sug- 
gested by  plaintiff's  statement.  11  owe  v.  Miller,  23  Ky.  L.  R. 
1610,  66  S.  ^.  184.    gee  also  Sees.  458,  567. 

Sec.  618a.    Reply  of  owner  which  did  not  amount  to  a  ratifi- 
cation. 

A  contract  of  sale  executed  by  one  having  authority  only 
to  find  a  purchaser,  and  containing  provisions  not  refer'^d  to 
in  his  letter  to  the  owner  that  he  had  an  offer  of  purchase 
on  certain  terms  and  not  known  to  the  owner,  is  not  ratified 
by  his  reply,  **.A11  right,,  offer  accepted."  Hardinger  v.  C(h 
lumbia,  50  Wash.  405,  97  P.  445. 

Sec.  619.    Ratification  by  acceptance  of  offer  made  to  broker. 

The  acceptance  by  a  vendor  of  land  of  an  offer  actually  made 
to  a  broker,  and  the  consummation  of  sale  on  such  terms,  is 
a  ratification  of  the  broker's  act,  and  entitles  him  to  his  com- 
missions. Levy  V.  Wolf,  2  Cal.  App.  491,  84  P.  313.  Even 
when  sold  through  another  broker.    Id. 

■ 

Sec.  620.    Ratification  cures  defect  in  agent's  appointment. 

An  owner  verbally  authorized  an  agent  to  offer  real  estate 
for  sale ;  the  agent,  in  the  name  of  the  principal,  gave  a  broker 
written  authority  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  the  land;  the 
owner  subsequently  ratified  the  agent's  act  by  offering  per- 
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formance  of  the  contract  of  sale  to  the  purchaser  procured 
by  the  broker  by  tendering  a  deed  conveying  the  premises. 
Held,  that  the  defect  in  the  appointment  was  cured  by  the 
owner's  acts  constituting  ratification.  Mercantile  Trust  Co,  v. 
Mggeman,  119  Mo.  App.  56,  96  S.  W.  293.  See  also  Sees.  24, 
621,  622. 


Sec.  620a.    Suffident  allegation  of  ratification. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  claimed  to  have  been  earned 
by  the  purchase  of  land  for  defendant,  where  the  latter  claimed 
that  plaintiff  acted  in  violation  of  his  agency  by  paying  a 
higher  price  per  acre  than  he  was  authorized,  etc.,  allegations 
of  the  complaint  that  plaintiff  notified  defendant  from  time  to 
time  of  the  purchases,  the  purchase  price,  amounts  of  payments, 
etc.,  and  defendant,  knowing  of  the  purchases  and  terms  thereof, 
ratified  them,  as  well  as  the  allegations  of  the  reply  that  the 
payments  of  the  land  in  excess  of  the  prices  thereof  were 
made  with  defendant's  knowledge  and  ratified  by  him,  suffi- 
ciently alleged  ratification.  Mahon  v.  Rankin  (Or.  Sup.  '09), 
102  P.  608. 

Sec.  621.    Ratification  of  agent's  appointment  by  principal 
executing  contract  with  purchaser. 

Where  a  contract  to  purchase  land  is  presented  to  the  ven- 
dor, signed  by  the  purchaser,  it  is  for  the  vendor  to  decide 
whether  the  purchase  is  acceptable,  and  if  he  then  executes  the 
contract  himself,  he  ratifies  the  act  of  his  agent  in  havin:^  pre- 
viously, though  unauthorizedly,  so  done,  it  is  binding  on  him. 
Flytm  V.  Jordal,  124  Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326;  Findlay  v. 
Koch,  126  Iowa,  131,  101  N.  W.  766.    See  also  Sees.  24,  620,  622. 

Sec.  622.    Ratification  by  acceptance  of  the  proceeds. 

A  brother  and  sister  were  tenants  in  common  of  a  tract  of 
land,  which  the  principal  employed  an  agent  to  sell;  the  agent 
procured  a  purchaser  and  wrote  to  the  brother  a  letter  con- 
taining the  terms  of  the  contract  of  sale;  the  brother  showed 
the  letter  to  his  sister,  and  the  brother  subsequently  wired  that 
the  sale  was  accepted;  on  the  death  of  the  brother  the  sister 
wrote  to  the  agent  with  reference  to  the  sale,  and  a  draft  for 
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a  part  payment  was  received  by  her  and  cashed;  she  sabee- 
quently  orally  agreed  to  a  conveyance  of  the  land  according 
to  the  contract.  Held,  that  she  ratified  the  contract  of  sale. 
Stuart  V.  Mattern,  141  Mich.  686,  105  N.  W.  35,  12  D.  L.  N. 
616.     See  also  Sees.  24,  620,  621. 

Sec.  623.    To  constitute  ratiflcation  of  the  act  of  attorney, 
knowledge  on  part  of  principal  immaterial. 

Where  one  authorizes  an  attorney  in  fact,  by  power  duly 
signed  and  acknowledged,  to  make  a  certain  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  land  with  certain  parties,  and  of  a  certain  date, 
and  subsequently  ratifies  the  act  of  his  attorney,  it  is  imma- 
terial whether  he  knew  all  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
contract  at  the  time  it  was  made,  and  he  will  be  bound  by  the 
contract  made  by'  such  attorney.  Rank  v.  Oarvey,  66  Neb. 
767,  92  N.  W.  1025,  99  N.  W.  666. 

Sec.  624.    It  is  an  essential  prerequisite  to  ratiflcation  that 
the  principal  had  knowledge  of  unauthorized  contract. 

A  signature  to  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of  land  made  for 
another  without  authority,  may  be  by  him  adopted  and  rati- 
fied so  as  to  be  of  the  same  force  as  if  made  by  authority  ante- 
cedently given,  and  such  ratification  may  be  inferred  from  cir- 
cumstances, but  knowledge  that  there  was  such  an  agreement 
signed  for  him  is  an  essential  prerequisite  to  proof  of  his  rati- 
fication. O'Reilly  v.  Keim,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  418,  34  A.  1073.  See 
also  Sec.  24. 

Sec.  625.    Tender  not  necessary  to  entitle  broker  to  recover 
on  principal's  refusing  purchaser. 

Where  a  broker  obtained  a  purchaser  who  in  good  faith 
offered  to  buy  at  defendant's  price,  a  formal  tender  of  the 
price  was  not  necessary  until  defendant  evinced  some  dispo- 
sition to  accept  it,  in  order  to  entitle  the  broker  to  commissions. 
Carlin  v.  Lifur,  2  Cal.  App.  590,  84  P.  292.  Nor  to  bring 
the  purchaser  into  the  owner's  presence.  Oetzelsohn  v.  Dof^ 
nelly,  98  N.  Y.  S.  213,  50  Misc.  164.  The  refusal  by  the  owner 
to  accept  the  offer  was  a  waiver  of  tender.  McDermoU  ▼. 
Mahoney,  115  N.  W.  32,  139  Iowa,  292,  106  N.  W.  925;  Moore 
V.  Boehm.  91  N.  Y.  S.  125,  45  Misc.  622. 
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SECTION. 
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646.  Alleging  defendant  accepted 
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SECTION. 
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leging contract  in  viola- 
tion of  broker's  duty. 


Sec.  626.    Onstom  or  Usage. 

A  custom  that  did  not  require  purchasers  of  land  to  pay 
cash,  although  the  terms  of  sale  were  for  cash  payments,  will 
not  sustain  a  contract  of  sale  made  by  a  real  estate  agent  which 
violated  an  instruction  to  sell  for  one-third  cash.  Wandless 
V.  McCandless,  38  Iowa,  20.  Where  a  principal  claimed  that 
its  broker  had  been  notified  of  its  custom  to  give  only  quit- 
claim deeds  to  purchasers  of  its  real  estate,  evidence  to  show 
that  after  its  refusal  to  give  a  deed  with  warranty,  it  offered 
to  give  such  a  deed  if  an  increased  price  was  paid  was  ad- 
missible to  show  that  no  such  custom  existed.  Beach  v.  Trav- 
elers' Ins.  Co.,  73  Conn.  118,  46  A.  867.  Where  a  custom  ex- 
ists among  real  estate  agents  and  their  customers  which  en- 
titles tlie  agents  to  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land  placed  in 
their  hands,  whether  the  sale  is  made  by  them  or  by  others, 
during  the  period  it  is  under  their  control,  such  custom  amounts 
to  a  contract  when  it  is  known  to  their  customers.  Harrell  v. 
Zimpleman,  66  Tex.  292,  17  S.  W.  478.    See  also  Sees.  599,  626a. 

A  custom  must  be  certain,  uniform  and  generally  understood, 
or  it  is  not  binding  on  the  principal.  Insloe  v.  Jones,  Brightly 
(Pa.),  76;  Pratt  v.  Bavh,  12  Phila.  (Pa.')  378;  Colland  v. 
Traped,  70  111.  App.  228 ;  Potts  v.  Aechtermacht,  93  Pa.  St.  138. 
An  offer  to  prove  a  general  custom  among  brokers  acting  for 
both  parties  to  an  exchange  of  lands  to  charge  commisaions 
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to  each,  held  properly  refused,  for  the  reason  that  it  appeared 
that  the  broker  was  the  agent  of  one  of  the  parties,  and  could 
not  therefore  legally  demand  compensation  from  the  other. 
Dartt  V.  Somnesym,  86  Minn.  55,  90  N.  W.  115. 

A  real  estate  agent  seeking  to  recover  commissions  for  nego- 
tiating a  sale  where  no  contract  was  made  in  regard  thereto, 
may  prove  a  custom  as  to  the  rate  of  commissions  and  the 
time  of  payment  in  the  place  where  the  business  was  done  and 
the  land  sold.    Hambrough  v.  Neal,  94  Va.  722,  27  S.  E.  593. 

A  custom  existing  among  real  estate  brokers,  according  to 
which  a  commission  is  divided,  where  one  broker  has  a  buyer 
and  the  other  a  seller,  is  not  suiScient  to  entitle  the  broker  rep- 
resenting the  seller,  but  not  eflPecting  the  sale,  to  recover  of  a 
broker  who  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  one-half  of  the 
commissions  earned.    Hedenberg  v.  Seeberger,  140  111.  App.  618. 

Sec.  626a.    Onstom  ixisufflcient  to  supply  lack  of  employment 
as  broken 

The  existence  of  a  custom  to  the  effect  that  when  brokers 
negotiate  a  lease  of  real  property  the  lessor  pays  the  commis- 
sion, can  not  fasten  on  a  property  owner  any  liability  as  the 
employer  of  the  broker,  simply  because  he  leases  the  prop- 
erty to  one  introduced  by  the  broker  to  take  it,  without  any 
request,  express  or  implied,  on  the  part  of  the  owner.  Brady 
V.  American  M,  &  E.  Co,,  83  N.  Y.  S.  663,  86  App.  Div.  267. 
See  also  Sec.  626. 

Sec.  627.    Defendant  can  not  object  where  evidence  shows 
sale  for  less  than  broker  claims. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  selling  land,  where  tlie 
petition  alleges  that  the  tract  contained  thirty-five  acres  and 
that  the  purchaser  agreed  to  purchase  it  **for  the  sum  of  $200 
per  acre,  and  in  the  aggregate  for  the  sum  of  $7,000,"  and 
thr.!;  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  five  per  cent,  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  the  land  dis- 
posed of  contained  forty-two  acres,  and  was  sold  for  $7,000, 
but  after  the  sale  the  tract  was  found  to  contain  only  thirty- 
five  acres,  whereupon  defendant  made  the  sale  for  $6,500, 
judgment  for  five  per  cent,  on  the  $6,500  is  warranted,  and 
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defendant  can  not  object  that  the  pleading  alleged  a  sale  for 
$200  an  acre,  while  the  evidence  showed  a  sale  for  less  than 
that  sum.    Hoefling  v.  Hambleton,  84  Tex.  517,  19  S.  W.  689. 

Sec.  628.    Presumptions. 

Any  one  dealing  with  a  person  whom  he  knows  to  be  a  bro- 
ker may  be  presumed  to  know,  from  the  nature  of  the  broker's 
business,  that  he  is  acting  as  agent  for  some  third  person. 
Baxter  v.  Doren,  29  Mo.  434.  The  fact  that  a  real  estate  agent 
had  been  licensed  for  a  number  of  years  and  had  a  license  at 
the  time  of  a  certain  trial  to  recover  commissions  in  another 
case  does  not  raise  a  presumption  that  he  had  a  license  at 
the  time  of  the  transaction  for  which  commissions  are  sought 
to  be  recovered.     Eckert  v.  Collot,  46  111.  App.  361. 

The  solvency  and  ability  of  the  proposed  purchaser  to  per- 
form the  obligations  of  his  contract  will  be  presumed  until  the 
contrary  is  proved.  Grouse  v.  Cooley,  43  Minn.  188,  45  N.  W. 
15.  (This  is  contrary  to  the  general  doctrine.)  Where  a  ven- 
dor accepts  the  purchaser  proposed  by  the  broker  and  enters 
into  a  contract  with  him,  the  solvency  of  the  purchaser  will 
be  presumed, » in  the  absence  of  proof.  Parker  v.  Estabrook, 
68  N.  H*.  349,  44  A.  484;  Springer  v.  Orr,  82  111.  App.  558; 
McFarland  v.  Lillard,  2  Ind.  App.  160,  28  N.  E.  229;  Orosse 
V.  Cooley,  43  Minn.  188,  45  N.  W.  15,  Compare  Leuschner  v. 
Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W),  103  S.  W.  664. 

Where  a  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  has 
been  continued,  or  the  time  within  which  a  sale  was  to  have 
been  made  is  waived,  without  reference  to  the  compensation 
of  the  broker,  the  presumption  is  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  sum  originally  agreed  upon.  Ice  v.  Maxwell,  61  W.  Va. 
9,  55  S.  E.  899.  An  agency  to  sell  real  estate  is  presumed  to 
continue  until  a  sale  is  effected,  and  the  burden  is  on  the  owner 
to  rebut  such  presumption.  Hartford  v.  McOUlicuddy,  103  Me. 
224,  68  A.  860.    See  also  Sees.  612,  614. 

In  an  action  for  procuring  a  loan  on  property,  it  can  not  be 
assumed,  in  the  absence  of  evidence,  that  it  was  not  made  be- 
cause of  defendants'  fault  or  because  they  did  not  have  a  good 
title.    Rosenthal  v.  Ounn,  119  N.  Y.  S.  165. 
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See.  flS9.    AssQinpBit. 

An  innocent  vendor  can  not  be  sued  in  tort  for  the  fraud 
of  his  agent  in  effecting  a  sale;  in  such  a  case  the  vendee  may 
rescind  the  contract  and  reclaim  the  money  paid,  and  if  not 
repaid  may  sue  the  vendor  in  assumpsit  for  it,  or  lie  may  sue 
the  agent  for  the  deceit.  Kennedy  v.  McKay,  43  N.  J.  L.  288 ; 
Volker  v.  Fisk  (N.  J.  Ch.  '09),  72  A.  1011;  Sterling  v.  Bank 
of  Sparta,  136  Wis.  369,  117  N.  W.  798. 

Sec.  630.    Actions  between  prindpals  and  agents. 

An  action  by  a  broker  for  his  commissions  will  not  lie  until 
it  is  shown  that  he  has  effected  or  contracted  a  sale  of  the 
property;  unsuccessful  efforts,  however  meritorious,  afford  no 
ground  of  action,  he  loses  his  labor  and  effort  which  he  staked 
upon  success;  his  commissions  are  based  upon  the  contract 
of  sale.  Viaux  v.  Old  South  Society,  133  Mass.  1,  10;  Ifrury  v. 
Newman,  99  Mass.  256.    See  also  Sec.  563 

The  recovery  in  an  action  by  a  principal  against  a  broker 
for  fraudulently  representing  that  the  worthless  property  on 
which  the  loan  was  made  was  good  security,  is  not  affected  by 
the  question  whether  he  shared  the  money  with  or  delivered 
any  part  of  it  to  the  pretended  borrower.  Rubens  v.  Merd, 
121  Cal.  17,  53  P.  432. 

One  who  employed  a  broker  to  sell  his  land  can  not  maintain 
an  action  against  the  broker  to  recover  the  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase money  in  the  hands  of  the  latter  until  a  demand,  and 
an  accounting  on  demand,  has  been  made  and  refused.  Oohin 
v.  Phillips,  12  Ind.  App.  629,  40  N.  E.  929 ;  Shepard  v.  Brown, 
9  Jur.  N.  S.  (Eng.)  195,  78  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  499,  11  W.  Rep.  162. 

"Where,  in  an  action  against  brokers  who  had  effected  a  sale 
of  plaintiff's  land,  the  parties  alleged  that  defendants  received 
from  the  purchaser  a  sum  of  money  for  the  use  of  plaintiff 
and  retained  it,  refusing  to  pay  it  over,  the  petition  was  not 
insu£Scient  for  failing  to  allege  that  defendants  were  authorized 
to  collect  the  money.  Harrison  v.  Lakeman,  189  Mo.  581,  88 
S.  W.  53. 

Where  the  property  of  the  principal  is  sold  by  the  broker  on 
terms  not  authorized,  in  an  action  against  the  latter  for  dam- 
ages caused  by  such  sale,  in  the  abseuce  of  an  allegation  of 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  agent,  the  principal  must  plead  a 
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return  of  the  consideration  to  the  purchaser  or  an  oflfer  to  do 
so.    Lunn  v.  Guthrie,  115  Iowa,  501,  88  N.  W.  1060. 

Plaintiff  agreed  in  writing  to  convey  lands  to  the  order  of 
the  defendant  for  a  price  named,  and  to  pay  him  a  brokerage 
commission  for  effecting  a  sale  of  it;  the  defendant  sold  the 
land  for  a  sum  larger  than  the  price  named  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  retained  the  difference  himself,  and  charged  the  plaintiff 
his  commissions,  lleldf  in  an  action  to  recover  the  difference, 
that  the  plaintiff  should  have  been  permitted  to  show  that  his 
property  had  been  and  was  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  for 
sale  as  a  broker  on  commission  before  and  at  the  time  of  sign- 
ing the  agreement,  as  well  as  what  representations  were  made 
by  the  defendant  as  to  his  object  in  taking  the  agreement,  and 
its  purposes  so  far  as  he  was  concerned,  as,  if  they  were  of 
the  nature  which  the  plaintiff  offered  to  show,  they  had  a  ten- 
dency to  show  that  tlie  agreement  was  procured  by  fraud  and 
misrepresentation  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  Bassett  v. 
Rogers,  165  ilass.  377,  43  N.  E.  180. 

Where  separate  owners  of  part  of  an  entire  piece  of  real 
estate  jointly  employed  a  broker  to  sell  the  entire  tract,  an 
action  may  be  maintained  against  them  jointly  on  the  con- 
tract. McGill  Y.  Presshj,  62  lnd.li9S.  See  also  Sec.  407.  Where 
an  intending  purchaser  of  land,  who  had  paid  a  sum  as  f*^^ 
first  money  to  the  broker  employed  to  sell  it,  refused  to  com- 
plete his  contract  of  purchase  and  waived  the  time  within  which 
he  could  complete  it,  and  the  broker  converted  the  sum  paid, 
the  right  of  the  owner  of  the  land  to  sue  the  broker  for  such 
sum  accrued,  though  the  time  for  the  purchaser's  completion 
of  the  contract  had  not  expired.  M,  L.  Chambers  &  Co,  v. 
Herrinrj  (Tex.  Civ.  App.   U'l),  88  S.  W.  371. 

A  broker  under  a  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real 
estate,  which  stipulated  that  the  owner  was  to  receive  a  speci- 
fied sum  out  of  the  price,  and  that  the  balance  was  to  be  paid 
to  the  broker  as  his  commissions,  does  not  make  out  a  case  for 
the  recovery  of  his  commissions  by  showing  that  he  secured  a 
contract  with  solvent  parties  to  purchase  the  land,  but  must 
show,  either  that  the  owner  received  some  part  of  the  balance 
of  the  price  to  which  the  broker  was  entitled,  or  that  the  par- 
ties who  agreed  to  purchase  were  ready,  able  and  vrilling  to 
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purchase,  and  were  prevented  from  doing  so  by  the  default 
of  the  owner.  Lenns  v.  Briggs,  81  Ark.  96,  98  S.  W.  683.  See 
also  Sec.  535. 

M.  &  W.,  each  claiming  to  have  been  the  procuring  cause 
of  the  sale  of  c  jf endant  's  farm,  brought  separate  actions  for 
commissions  against  defendant  in  different  counties;  W.  was 
made  a  party  defendant  to  M.'s  action,  and  filed  an  answer, 
making  it  a  cross-petition  against  defendant,  to  which  defend- 
ant answered  and  M.  filed  a  reply.  Held,  that  W.'s  action 
should  be  dismissed,  and  both  M.  and  W.  should  be  required 
to  interplead  in  the  action  in  which  both  were  parties.  Hop- 
kins V.  Moseley,  31  Ky.  L.  R.  1308,  105  S.  W.  104. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  employed  by  the  vendor  in  a  sale 
of  land  holds  the  receipt  given  the  purchaser  by  his  principal 
for  money  paid  thereon,  and  afterward  the  sale  is  abandoned 
by  the  vendor  and  the  money  returned  to  the  agent  who  de- 
livers up  the  receipt,  he  is  so  far  acting  as  the  agent  of  the 
purchaser  in  the  receipt  of  the  money  that  the  latter  may 
maintain  an  action  against  him  to  recover  it.  Phelps  v.  Brown, 
95  Cal.  572,  30  P.  774.    See  Sec.  25. 

As  a  result  of  the  confidential  relations  existing  between 
the  parties,  and  the  good  faith  required,  if  an  agent,  being 
authorized  to  sell  land  for  his  principal  at  a  fixed  price,  sells 
it  for  a  higher  price,  he  must  account  to  his  principal  for  the 
excess.  McDanald  v.  Fithian,  1  Gilm.  (111.)  269;  Ziegler  v. 
Hughes,  55  111.  288;  Meeker  v.  York,  13  La.  Ann.  18;  Bruce  v. 
Davenport,  36  Barb.  (N.  YA  349;  Merryman  v.  David,  31  111. 
404;  Kerf  oat  v.  Hyman,  52  111.  512. 

Plaintiff  alleged  that  he  employed  11.  to  find  a  purchaser  for 
a  farm,  and  that  he  found  a  purchaser  for  a  price  which 
included  the  assignment  of  a  note  and  mortgage  executed  by 
S. ;  that  on  the  day  the  sale  was  to  be  completed  the 
purchaser  handed  H.  a  roll  of  money  and  some  papers,  which 
he  falsely  represented  to  be  the  note  and  mortgage  of  S. 
H.  falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  that  it  was  necessary 
for  him  to  retain  the  papers  to  have  the  assignments  recorded, 
which  plaintiff  permitted  him  to  do;  that  the  papers  so  turned 
over  were  not  in  fact  the  note  and  mortgage  of  S.,  but  two 
notes  executed  by  (J.,  which  were  outlawed  and  worthless;  that 
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as  soon  as  plaintiff  learned  such  fact  he  refused  to  accept  the 
G.  notes  and  demanded  a  return  of  his  deed,  offering  to  return 
the  consideration,  which  was  refused;  and  that  the  purchaser 
and  H.,  both  of  whom  were  made  defendants,  had  conspired 
to  cheat  and  defraud  plaintiff  and  had  agreed  that  the  G.  note 
should  be  substituted  for  the  S.  note,  and  that  H.  should  rep- 
resent that  the  papers  so  turned  over  were  the  papers  agreed 
to  be  received,  etc.,  and  prayed  judgment  for  damages  sustained 
by  reason  of  defendants'  fraudulent  acts  in  the  sum  of  $2,000. 
Held,  that  the  complaint  stated  a  cause  of  action  ex  delicto 
and  not  on  contract.  Francesi  v.  Hatch,  117  Wis.  242,  93 
N.  W.  1118. 

A  real  estate  broker  who  takes  an  option  for  the  purchase 
of  property  in  his  own  name,  but  in  reality  for  the  benefit  of 
a  customer  to  whom  he  demands  its  conveyance,  having  him- 
self no  interest  in  the  contract  beyond  a  contingent  commission 
in  case  the  sale  is  made,  can  not  maintain  a  suit  for  specific 
enforcement  of  the  contract,  under  Rev.  Stat,  of  Idaho,  Sec. 
4090,  which  provides  that  every  action  must  be  prosecuted  in 
the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  with  certain  exceptions, 
none  of  which  covers  such  case.  Lauder  v.  Post,  109  Fed.  512, 
47  C.  C.  A.  491. 

A  complaint  which  alleges  that  defendant  employed  plain- 
tiff to  procm-e  within  a  specified  time,  "an  acceptance  of  a 
certain  application  made  by  defendant  for  a  loan,"  and  that, 
within  the  time,  plaintiff  procured  a  third  person  '*to  accept 
said  application,"  sufficiently  alleges  that  defendant  was  noti- 
fied of  the  acceptance,  though  it  does  not  allege  that  the  de- 
termination of  the  third  person  was  communicated  to  the  de- 
fendant, which  must  be  proved  to  justify  a  recovery.  Morton 
V.  Petit,  117  N.  T.  S.  364. 

Sec.  631.    Oommon  counts. 

Under  Bums'  Rev.  Stat.  1901,  Sec.  6629a,  providing  that 
no  contract  for  the  payment  of  any  sum  of  money  for  com- 
missions for  procuring  by  one  person  of  a  purchaser  of  real 
estate  of  another  shall  be  valid  unless  in  writing,  signed  by 
the  owner  of  the  real  estate,  no  recovery  can  be  had  on  the 
common  counts  for  sc^llinir  real  estate  under  oral  employment 
therefor.    Beahler  v.  Clark,  32  Ind.  App.  222,  68  N.  E.  613. 


PLEABIN08,   PRACTICE,   ETC.  429 

Where  there  was  a  special  contract  of  employment  of  brokers 
to  sell  certain  real  property,  they  would  not  be  entitled  to  recover 
for  their  services  on  the  common  counts,  unless  the  agreement 
was  executed  and  completed  on  their  part,  or  they  were  pre- 
vented from  completing  the  sale  within  the  time  limited  in  the 
contract  for  its  completion.  McOonigal  v.  Roughley  (Del. 
Super.  '06),  63  A.  801. 

A  real  estate  broker's  commissions  fully  earned  under  an 
express  contract  may  be  recovered  under  the  common  counts, 
and  the  contract  itself  admitted  in  proof  of  the  particulars  of 
the  general  right  so  set  up.  Risley  v.  Beaumont,  71  N.  J.  L. 
372,  59  A.  145 ;  Lawrence  v.  Rhodes,  188  111.,  96,  58  N.  E.  910 ; 
Tanner  v.  Clapp,  139  111.  App.  353. 

Proof  in  the  first  instance  that  the  plaintiffs  were  licensed 
real  estate  brokers  is  unnecessary  to  a  recovery  under  the  com- 
mon counts  for  their  commissions.  Munson  v.  Fenno,  87  111. 
App.  655. 


Sec.   C32.    Petition — ^Ultimate  facta  to  be  proved  must  be 
pleaded. 

Plaintiff  must  plead  the  ultimate  facts  upon  which  he  relies 
for  a  recovery,  else  he  can  not  prove  them.  Burnett  v.  Edling, 
19  Tex.  Civ,  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775.  To  entitle  him  to  recover 
commissions  on  a  particular  contract  of  emplo3rment  he  must 
plead  it.    Armstrong  v.  O'Brien,  83  Tex.  635,  19  S.  W.  268. 

Sec.  632a.    Petitiona  in  actions  to  recover  commiBsions. 

An  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions  will  not 
lie  until  he  has  effected  or  procured  a  sale.  Mueller  v.  Bell 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  117  S.  W.  993.  (Compare,  when  em- 
ployed to  procure  a  purchaser.)  Bradley  v.  Bower  (Neb.  Sup. 
'04),  99  N.  W.  490.  And  a  complaint  by  a  real  estate  broker 
for  commissions  which  alleges  that  defendant  employed  him  to 
sell  the  land  and  agreed  to  pay  him  a  certain  commission  if  he 
found  a  purchaser,  and  that  he  advertised  and  sold  the  land  to 
one  who  paid  the  purchase  money,  and  received  a  deed,  but  that 
the  defendant  refused  to  pay  the  broker  his  commissions  is 
good  against  demurrer.  Adams  v.  McLaughlin,  159  Ind.  23,  64 
N.  E.  462 ;  Lukin  v.  Halderson,  24  Ind.  App.  645,  57  N.  E.  254  ; 
Cannon  v.  Castelman,  24  Ind.  App.  188,  55  N.  E.  Ill;  Mullen 
V.  Bower,  22  Ind.  App.  294,  53  N.  E.  790;  Wright  v.  Beach,  82 
Mich.  469,  46  N.  W.  673 ;  Lemon  v.  DeWolf,  89  Minn.  465,  95 
N.  W.  316 ;  Downey  v.  Turner,  28  N.  Y.  App.  D^-.  491,  51  N.  Y. 
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S.  105;  Tarborough  v.  Cr eager  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  77  S.  W. 
645;  Brockenbrow  v.  Stafford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  76  §. 
W.  576. 

A  complaint  for  a  commission  is  sufficient  if  it  states  such 
facts  as  will  inform  the  defendant  of  the  nature  of  the  action, 
and  be  so  explicit  that  a  judgment  thereon  will  bar  another  suit 
for  the  same  cause.  Beineke  v.  Wuegler,  77  Ind.  468;  Acker- 
man  V.  Brtjan,  33  Neb.  515,  50  N.  W.  435. 

A  complaint  for  a  commission  by  a  broker  employed  to  sell 
lands  must  allege  in  direct  and  positive  terms  that  he  rendered 
the  services  which  resulted  in  the  sale  of  the  property,  or  that 
he  produced  to  the  principal  a  party  ready,  willing  and  able  to 
purchase  said  property  upon  the  terms  named.  Jacobs  v. 
Shenon,  3  Ida.  274,  29  P.  44 ;  Booth  v.  Moody,  30  Ore.  222,  46 
P.  884 ;  Sullivan  v.  Milliken,  113  Fed.  93,  51  C.  C.  A.  79. 

If  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant  refused  to  con- 
summate the  sale,  it  must  also  allege  that  the  customer  was  able, 
ready  and  willing  to  buy  the  property  on  the  terms  proposed 
by  the  principal,  or  it  is  fatally  defective  on  demurrer.  Sayre 
V.  Wilson,  86  Ala.  151,  5  S.  157;  Reardon  v.  Washburn,  59  111. 
App.  161 ;  Newton  v.  Donnelly,  9  Ind.  App.  359,  36  N.  E.  769. 

Ser.  632b.    When  right  of  action  for  commissions  accrues  to  a 
broker. 

A  petition  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale 
or  exchange  of  property  must  allege  a  contract  of  employment, 
and  a  demurrer  was  sustained  by  reason  of  its  failing  to  do  so. 
Toole  V.  Baer,  91  Ga.  113,  16  S.  E.  378 ;  Fenwick  v.  Watkins, 
25  Ky.  L.  R.  1962,  79  S.  W..214.  The  petition  may  properly 
set  forth  the  agreement  between  the  owner  and  the  purchaser 
settling  the  matter  arising  out  of  the  o^vner's  failure  to  sell, 
as  showing  an  insistence  by  the  proposed  purchaser  on  his  right 
to  purchase.  Wilson  v.  Clark,  79  S.  W.  649,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
92.  Where  a  petition  by  a  broker  employed  to  secure  a  loan 
does  not  allege  that  the  transaction  was  consummated,  it  must 
allege  that  plaintiff  notified  the  defendant  that  a  lender  was 
found.  McLaughlin  v.  Whiton,  76  N.  Y.  S.  1006,  37  Misc.  838; 
Penter  v.  Staight,  1  Wash.  365,  25  P.  469.  Where  plaintiff  was 
to  receive  $1,500  for  furnishing  a  $25,000  cash  purchaser,  and 
furnished  one  who  purchased  at  $20,000  cash,  he  can  not  recover 
proportionate  commissions  on  the  lesser  sum,  or  what  his  serv- 
ices are  reasonably  worth,  when  he  does  not  3eclare  on  a  qiuintum 
meruit.    Steinfeld  v.  Storm,  63  N.  Y.  S.  966,  31  Misc.  167. 
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Sec.  633.  Petition  alleging  failure  to  exchange  defective  in 
alleging  contract  for  purchaser,  no  breach. 

Where  a  petition  alleged  a  failure  of  the  defendant  to  make 
an  exchange  of  property  procured  by  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held 
defective  in  alleging  a  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser,  with 
an  implied  contract  to  pay  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services ; 
consequently  there  was  no  breach  of  contract  for  which  the 
defendant  was  liable  in  damages  to  the  plaintiff,  and  a  demurrer 
was  properly  sustained.  Mvlhall  v.  Bradley,  63  N.  Y.  S.  782, 
50  App.  Div.  179. 

Sec.  634.  Petilion  alleging  sales  to  persons  defective  for  fail- 
ure to  give  names,  etc. 

A  petition  by  an  agent  to  sell  land  to  recover  damages  for 
refusal  of  the  owner  to  execute  deeds  to  purchasers,  which 
alleges  a  contract  by  him  to  various  persons  who  were  ready 
and  able  to  buy  the  lands  on  the  terms  agreed  on  between  him 
and  the  defendant,  is  defective  for  failure  to  allege  the  names 
of  such  purchasers,  the  quantity  of  land  agreed  to  be  sold  to 
each  of  them  and  the  price.  Burnett  v.  Edling,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775. 

Sec.  635.  Petition  alleging  deed  of  trust  defendant  refused  to 
release  defeating  sale,  not  defective. 

A  petition  which  alleged  that  the  sale  failed  because  of  an 
unsatisfied  deed  of  trust  on  the  property,  which  the  defendant 
failed  to  release  or  have  cancelled,  is  not  defective  in  failing  to 
allege  that  the  deed  was  a  lien  on  the  property,  or  that  de- 
fendant refused  to  consummate  the  sale.  Oerkard  v.  Peck,  42 
Mo.  App.  644. 

Sec.  635a.  Complaint  not  objectionable  for  failing  to  show 
that  plaintifF  found  a  purchaser  on  terms  offered  by  mort- 
gagee. 

A  complaint  alleged  that  a  mortgage  foreclosure  on  land 
was  compromised  by  the  mortgagor  conveying  his  title  to  the 
mortgagee,  and  in  consideration  the  mortgagee  delivered  a 
contract  giving  the  mortgagor  the  exclusive  sale  of  the  mort- 
gaged property,  and  that  should  he  succeed  in  selling  at  more 
than  the  amount  due  the  mortgagee,  the  excess  should  be  re- 
tained as  commissions;  that  the  mortgagor  assigned  to  plain- 
tiffs his  interest  in  the  contract;  that  plaintiffs  sold  the  prop- 
erty and  tendered  to  the  mortgagee  the  amount  due  it,  and 
that  plaintiffs  were  at  all  times  willing  to  perform,  and  had 
performed  all  the  conditions  of  the  contract,  is  not  subject  to 
the  objection  that  it  fails  to  allec^e  that  plaintiffs  found  a  pur- 
chaser on  the  terms  offered  by  the  mortgagee,  and  clearly  shows 
that  a  sale  was  made  so  as  to  secure  to  the  mortgagee  all  it 
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could  claim  under  the  contract.    Chatfield  v.  ContineniaJI  B.  Jk 
L.  As8%  6  Cal.  App.  665,  92  P.  1040. 

Sec.  636.    Petition  that  broker  was  to  have  all  over  a  certain 
sum,  not  breached  by  owner  selling  at  net  price. 

Where  a  petition  alleged  that  plaintiffs  were  employed  to 
sell  defendant's  land,  that  they  were  to  have  all  they  could 
obtain  for  it  over  a  certain  sum,  and  that  they  offered  it  to 
one  who  purchased  it  of  defendant  for  that  sum,  they  could 
not  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  their  services  on  an  im- 
plied contract  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  had  accepted 
the  benefit  of  their  services ;  and  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  of 
defendant  for  breach  of  an  agreement  that  he  would  ask  the 
sum  fixed  by  the  brokers  of  any  customer  who  came  to  him, 
where  the  complaint  did  not  allege  such  a  contract.  Ames  v. 
Lamont,  107  Wis.  531,  83  N.  W.  780. 

Sec.  637.  Petition  declaring  on  express  contract,  on  failure  to 
prove  may  recover  on  promise  to  pay  certain  per  cent. 

Although  the  plaintiff  declared  on  an  express  contract  to 
pay  him  all  that  he  could  sell  a  tract  of  land  for  over  a  cer- 
tain sum,  he  may  recover  on  the  further  allegation  of  an  ex- 
press promise  of  defendant  to  pay  him  a  certain  percentage 
commission,  where  the  broker  said  he  was  in  the  habit  of  receiv- 
ing five  per  cent,  commission  on  sales,  to  which  the  defendant 
did  not  dissent.  Armstrong  v.  Cleveland,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
482,  74  S.  W.  789 ;  Bah  v.  Hirschbein,  12  N.  Y.  S.  730. 

Sec.  637a.    Necessary  allegations  and  proof  to  enable  broker 
to  recover  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale  or  exchange. 

Under  a  written  agreement  of  a  land  owner  to  pay  a  broker 
a  certain  sum  if  he  would  send  or  cause  to  be  sent  to  the  land 
owner  a  person  with  whom  the  latter  **may  see  fit  and  proper 
to  effect  a  sale  or  exchange*'  of  the  land,  the  broker  can  not 
recover  the  sum  stipulated,  without  proof  of  a  sale  or  exchange 
of  the  land;  nor  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  services  in  nego- 
tiating for  such  a  sale  or  exchange,  without  proof  that  such 
negotiations  were  rendered  fruitless  by  the  fault  of  the  land 
owner.    Walker  v.  Terrill,  101  Mass.  257. 

Sec.  637b.    Petition  sufficiently  setting  out  contract  with  firm 
of  real  estate  brokers  to  sell  land. 

The  petition  of  C.  K.  &  B.  alleging  that  plaintiffs  are 
a  real  estate  firm,  that  defendant  placed  land  in  the  hands 
of  C.  &  K.  to  sell,  and  agreed  to  pay  them  a  commission  for 
selling  it,  that  they  Fold  it,  and  that  after  the  contract  be- 
tween defendant  and  C.  &  K.  was  made,  C.  &  K.  formed  a 
partnership  with  B.  and  he  thereby  became  interested  in  said 
contract,  sufficiently  charges,  as  against  the  claim  of  variance. 
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that  defendant  contracted  with  C.  &  E.  as  partners.  Cook  v. 
Plait,  126  Mo.  App.  553,  104  S.  W.  1131.  But  see  Sec.  37. 
Mechem  on  Ag.,  Sec.  221. 

Sec.  638.  Petition^  plaintiff  can  not  recover  on  proof  of  con- 
tract Bubstitated  for  that  sued  on. 

Plaintiff  can  not  recover  on  proof  of  a  contract  other  than 
that  declared  on.  Dale^  v.  Buss,  86  Cal.  114,  24  P.  867 ;  Kid- 
man V.  Garrison,  122  Iowa,  215,  97  N.  W.  1078 ;  Jones  v.  Pen- 
dleton, 134  Mich.  460,  96  N.  W.  574 ;  Brady  v.  Barneii,  34  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  433,  78  S.  W.  965. 

Sec.  639.  Petition,  failing  to  prove  agreed  compensation,  re- 
covery of  reasonable  value  may  be  had. 

It  has  been  held  on  a  petition  to  recover  an  alleged  agreed 
compensation  for  services  as  broker,  a  recovery  may  be  had  on 
proof  of  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services,  and  the  variance 
may  be  disregarded  unless  it  appears  that  defendant  was  misled. 
Susdorf  V.  Schmidt,  55  N.  Y.  319.    Compare  Sec.  587. 

Sec.  640.  Petition  alleging  plaintiff  acted  as  broker,  secured 
purchaser,  defendant  refused  deed,  good  against  demurrer. 

A  complaint  alleged  that  plaintiff  acted  as  broker  for  de- 
fendant and  secured  a  purchaser  for  his  land,  but  that 
defendant  refused  to  make  a  deed  therefor,  and  that  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  his  commissions.  Held,  to  show  a  cause  of  action 
and  to  be  good  on  demurrer  for  the  want  of  facts.  Beincke  v. 
Wuegler,  77  Ind.  468;  Long  v.  Thompson,  73  Kan.  76,  84  P. 
552 ;  Yoder  v.  Bandol,  16  Okl.  308,  83  P.  537,  3  L.  R.  A.  576 ; 
Bempel  v.  Hopkins,  101  Minn.  3,  111  N.  W.  385;  Ackerman  v. 
Bryan,  33  Neb.  515,  55  N.  W.  435;  Ross  v.  Carr  (N.  M.  Sup. 
W),  103  P.  307. 

Sec.  640a.  Petition  far  commissions  not  demurrable  for  fail- 
ing to  allege  customer  was  ready,  able  and  willing  to 
purchase. 

In  an  action  by  brokers  on  a  contract  whereby  they  agreed 
to  procure  for  defendant  a  customer  for  her  property  at  a  speci- 
fied price,  a  complaint  alleging  a  compliance  with  the  contract 
by  plaintiffs  was  not  demurrable  for  failing  to  allege  that  the 
customer  was  ready,  able  and  willing  to  pay  for  the  property. 
Lunsford  v.  Bailey,  142  Ala.  319,  38  S.  362. 

Sec.  641.  Petition,  on  contract  to  pay  if  sale  made  by  owner, 
agent  may  recover  without  showing  performance. 

Defondant  made  complainant  his  agent  to  sell  certain  lands, 
the  agency  to  continue  for  six  months,  unless  sooner  terminated 
by  a  sale;  defendant  reserved  the  right  to  sell  the  land  him- 
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self,  in  which  case  plaintiff  was  to  receive  the  same  fee  as  if 
he  had  sold  it;  within  seventeen  days  after  making  the  con- 
tract defendant  sold  the  land  and  plaintiff  sued  for  his  fees. 
Held,  that  the  plaintiff  need  not  expressly  allege  that  he  had 
performed  the  contract  on  his  part.  Singleton  v.  O'Blevis,  125 
Ind.  151.  Compare  Wolff  v.  Dembosky,  74  N.  Y.  S.  465,  36 
Misc.  643,  66  A.  D.  428. 

Sec.  642.    Petition  to  recover  money  broker  refuses  to  pay 
need  not  allege  he  had  authority  to  collect. 

Where,  in  an  action  against  a  broker  who  had  effected  a  sale 
of  plaintiff's  land,  the  petition  alleged  that  defendant  received 
from  the  purchaser  a  sum  of  money  for  the  use  of  plaintiff 
and  retained  it,  refusing  to  pay  it  over,  the  petition  was  not 
insufficient  for  failing  to  allege  that  defendants  were  author- 
ized to  collect  the  money.  Harrison  v.  Lakeman,  189  Mo.  581, 
88  S.  W.  53. 

Sec.  642a.    Broker  held  not  liable  to  pay  to  principal  money 
refunded  to  purchaser  on  rejected  contract  of  sale. 

Plaintiffs  authorized  defendant  to  sell  land  for  them,  no  terms 
being  stated  in  the  agreement,  at  a  certain  price  within  five 
days,  agreeing  to  pay  as  commission  whatever  the  land  brought 
over  the  price  fixed.  Defendant  found  a  purchaser  who  paid 
down  a  bonus  on  condition  that  if  the  title  was  not  insured 
by  a  certain  title  insurance  company,  the  bonus  was  to  be  re- 
funded. The  title  was  not  insured  and  defendant  refunded  the 
money  paid.  Plaintiffs  then  sued  defendant,  claiming  that  it 
had  received  this  money  as  plaintiffs'  agent.  Held,  that  de- 
fendant was  more  than  a  mere  agent  of  plaintiffs,  the  agree- 
ment being  in  the  nature  of  an  option  for  five  days,  and  de- 
fendant was  not  liable  for  such  money.  Robinson  v.  Easton, 
28  P.  796,  93  Cal.  80. 

Sec.  642b.    Broker  receiving  money  for  his  principal  not  liable 
to  repay  on  suit  by  party  entitled  thereto. 

An  agent  receiving  money  for  his  principal  in  pursuance 
of  a  valid  authority  without  fraud,  duress  or  mistake,  is  not 
liable  to  an  action  in  behalf  of  the  person  who  is  ultimately 
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entitled  to  the  money,  for  neglecting  to  pay  the  same  upon 
request,  and  before  it  was  paid  over  to  the  principal.  Colvin 
V.  Holbrook,  2  N.  Y.  126;  Costigan  v.  Newland,  12  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  456.    See  also  Sec.  384. 

Sec.  642c.    Circumstances    under    which    party    entitled    to 
money  may  sne  the  agent  for  its  recovery. 

Where  money  was  paid  to  an  agent  on  a  purchase  of  land, 
under  circumstances  showing  bad  faith,  as  where  it  was  the 
design  of  the  vendor  to  put  upon  the  purchaser  a  defective 
title,  the  latter  is  entitled  to  a  return  of  his  money,  and  he 
will  not  be  required  to  pursue  the  principal,  but  may  sue  the 
agent  for  a  recovery  of  the  money,  although  he  knew  at  the 
time  of  paying  the  money  to  the  agent  that  the  latter  was 
acting  in  that  capacity;  because,  if  the  vendor  or  his  agent 
knew  at  the  time  of  the  contract  that  the  vendor  had  no  title 
to  the  land,  it  was  a  palpable  fraud  and  the  purchaser  was 
entitled  to  rescind  the  contract;  payment  of  the  money  over 
to  the  principal,  without  notice  of  the  fraud  on  the  part  of» 
the  agent,  or  notice  not  to  pay  it  over,  would  be  a  good  de- 
fense, but  the  agent  should  prove  such  payment  over,  as  the 
law  will  not  presume  it.    Shepherd  v.  Underwood,  55  111.  475. 

Sec.  643.    Petition  alleging  sale  by  owner  ending  contract 
demurrable  for  failure  to  allege  sale  by  agent. 

Defendant  listed  certain  property  with  plaintiff  for  sale  un- 
der a  contract  providing  that  when  the  land  was  sold,  or  when 
plaintiff  performed  its  part  of  the  contract  defendant  was  to 
pay  five  per  cent,  commissions  and  all  that  the  land  was  sold 
for  over  the  sum  specified;  that  plaintiff  was  to  advertise  the 
land  for  sale,  and  that  by  selling  the  land  himself  or  by  giv- 
ing plaintiff  thirty  days'  notice,  defendant  might  terminate 
the  agreement,  which,  in  either  event,  should  be  considered  as 
performance  on  plaintiff's  part;  the  first  land  company  that 
sold  was  to  get  the  commissions,  and  the  rest  to  claim  no  com- 
mission; plaintiff  alleged  that  defendant  terminated  the  agree- 
ment by  a  notice  that  he  had  sold  the  land.  Held,  that  under 
such  contract  it  was  entitled  to  a  commission  only  in  case  it 
actually  made  a  sale  of  the  land,  and  that  the  petition  was 
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therefore  demurrable.  Iowa  Land  Co.  v.  Schoenewe  (Iowa  Sup. 
'05),  102  N.  W.  817.    See  also  Sec.  15. 

Bee.  644.    Petition  all^^ing  notice  of  double  emplojrment  and 
defendant  consented,  not  demurrable. 

Where,  in  an  action  on  a  broker's  contract  for  the  sale  of 
real  estate,  he  alleged  that  after  undertaking  the  sale  for  de- 
fendant he  reported  to  him  that  he  had  a  purchaser  who  had 
offered  him  $5,000  in  cash  to  bring  about  the  purchase,  and 
that  defendant  assented  to  plaintiff's  acceptance  of  the  joint 
employment  and  stated  that  it  would  in  no  wise  interfere 
with  their  contract,  the  petition  was  not  demurrable  as  show- 
ing a  forfeiture  of  plaintiff's  right  by  his  acceptance  of  an 
inconsistent  employment.  Shropshire  v.  Adams,  40  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  339,  89  S.  W.  448. 

Sec.  645.    Petition  which  alleged  bringing  parties  into  tonch, 
etc.|  insufficient. 

•  A  petition  praying  for  judgment  for  $2,000,  alleged  that  de- 
fendant, being  the  owner  of  land,  employed  plaintiff,  agreeing 
to  pay  him  all  over  $4,000  that  could  be  realized  in  a  sale  of 
the  land;  that  plaintiff  rendered  services  in  looking  up  and 
bringing  in  touch  with  defendant  on  the  proposition  of  a  sale 
of  the  land,  which  thereafter  was  consummated  for  $6,000  cash. 
Held,  insufficient  in  not  alleging  what  plaintiff  was  employed 
by  defendant  to  do,  or  that  he  either  effected  a  sale,  or  that 
it  resulted  from  any  services  under  his  employment.  Fenwick 
V.  Watkins,  25  Ky.  L.  R.  1962,  79  S.  W.  214. 

Sec.  646.    Petition  alleging  services  which  defendant  aooepi* 
ed,  good  by  promise  to  pay. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  to  recover  commissions 
for  selling  property,  an  allegation  in  the  petition  that  the  ser- 
vices were,  performed  "for  the  defendant  with  his  consent^ *' 
and  that  he  accepted  the  services  and  consummated  the  trade, 
is  not  sufficient  to  raise  an  implied  promise  to  pay  for  the  ser- 
vices, and  the  petition  would  not  be  good  but  for  the  allegation 
of  an  express  promise  to  pay.  Viley  v.  Pettit,  96  Ky.  576,  16 
Ky.  L.  R.  286,  650,  29  S.  W.  438. 
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Sec.  647.    Petition  failing  to  show  written  contract,  alleged 
benefits  to  defendant  immaterial. 

Where  a  petition,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  to 
recover  commissions,  fails  to  show  a  written  contract  as  re- 
quired by  statute,  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  de- 
fendant received  the  benefit  of  his  services  and  therefore  can 
not  be  relieved  of  his  liability  to  pay  for  the  same,  is  imma- 
terial. Covey  V.  Eenry,  71  Neb.  118,  98  N.  W.  434;  Smith  v. 
Aultz,  78  Neb.  453,  110  N.  W.  1015. 

Sec.  648.    Petition  setting  forth  incomplete  copies  of  unsigned 
letters  as  contract  demurrable. 

Where  a  petition  sets  forth  letters  alleged  to  have  been  writ- 
ten to  the  parties',  and  to  have  created  the  necessary  written 
contract  between  the  owner  of  the  land  and  the  broker,  but 
does  not  purport  to  give  full  copies,  and  neither  is  there  any 
allegation  that  the  letters  were  signed,  the  petition  is  subject 
to  demurrer.  David  Bradley  v.  Bower  (Neb.  Supreme  '04),  99 
N.  W.  490. 

Sec.  648.    Petition  for  commissions  on  passing  of  title  defec- 
tive in  not  showing  acts  or  omissions  of  defendant. 

A  complaint  for  broker's  commissions  under  a  contract  where- 
by defendant  agreed  that  in  consideration  of  plaintiff's  pro-, 
curing  a  contract  to  be  made  with  E.  for  the  purchase  of  cer- 
tain land  of  defendant,  plaintiff  should  receive  a  commission 
in  the  event  of  the  closing  of  title,  and  only  in  the  event  that 
title  should  pass,  except  for  default  of  defendant,  is  insuffi- 
cient in  alleging  only  that  plaintiff  procured  a  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  land  to  be  executed  by  defendant  and  E.,  and  that 
because  of  the  default  of  defendant  the  premises  were  not  con- 
veyed; it  should  show  that  E.  was  ready  to  take  title  to  the 
premises,  and  at  the  time  provided  in  the  contract,  and  the 
particular  acts  or  omissions  of  defendant  which  prevented  the 
passing  of  the  title.  Davis  v.  Silverman,  90  N.  Y.  S.  589,  98 
App.  Div.  305. 

Sec.  649a.    Petition  which  failed  to  state  cause  of  action. 

A  contract  between  the  owner  of  real  estate  and  a  broker 
provided  that  on  a  sale  under  a  certain  option,  which  had  been 
given,  a  commission  should  be  paid  to  the  broker,  of  which  one- 
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third  should  be  taken  from  the  cash  portion  of  the  price,  con- 
templates an  actual  sale,  and  a  petition  showing  an  agreement 
to  buy  and  sell,  subject  to  a  deposit  of  '* earnest'*  by  the  pro- 
posed buyer,  but  which  fails  to  allege  that  a  sale  has  been  made, 
or  that  the  customer  is  willing  to  comply  with  his  agreement 
to  buy  declares  no  caase  of  action.  Jardy  v.  Salmon  Brick  d 
Lumber  Co.,  121  La.  457,  46  S.  572. 

Sec.  650.    Petition  for  procuring  tenant  who  purchased,  bad 
for  not  alleging  emplojrment  to  make  sale. 

A  complaint,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  for  real  estate,  alleged  that  he  procured 
a  tenant  for  defendant  for  certain  premises ;  that  a  lease  for  a 
specific  number  of  years  was  executed,  which  reserved  to  the 
tenant  the  privilege  of  purchasing  the  premises  for  a  speci- 
fied sum  at  any  time  within  a  specified  period;  that  before  the 
expiration  of  the  period  he  induced  the  tenant  to  consummate 
the  purchase,  and  that  he  demanded  as  his  commissions  a  speci- 
fied sum,  which  defendant  refused  to  pay,  was  bad  for  failure 
to  allege  the  employment  of  the  broker  to  effect  a  sale.  Morris 
V.  Ponndt,  99  N.  Y.  S.  844,  51  Misc.  6;  Wefel  v.  Stillman,  151 
Ala.  249,  44  S.  203. 

Sec.  661.    Petition  alleging  agreement  to  pay  all  oyer  a  cer- 
tain sum  as  commissions  on  sale  is  sufficient. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker,  the  plaintiif  alleged  that 
defendant  employed  him  to  obtain  for  defendant  a  purchaser 
for  a  certain  piece  of  property,  agreeing  with  plaintiff  that  he 
should  be  paid  for  his  services  all  of  the  purchase  price  above 
a  certain  sum.  Held,  sufficient  in  the  averment  of  the  employ- 
ment of  plaintiff.    Stephens  v.  Bailey,  149  Ala.  256,  42  S.  740. 

Sec.  652.    Petition  for  commissions  for  selling  bonds  defec- 
tive, should  aver  evil  repute  rendered  sales  impossible. 

Plaintiff  sued  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  bonds  in 
Germany;  the  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  sale  was  not  completed 
because  the  prospectus  furnished  by  defendant  contained  false 
statements;  that  one  defendant  sent  to  Germany  with  plain- 
tiff by  the  defendants  had  such  an  evil  reputation  that  it  pre- 
vented the  sale ;  and  that  defendants  recalled  plaintiff  before  he 
had  reasonable  opportunity  to  complete  the  sales.     Held,  to 
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state  no  cause  of  action  for  failing  to  show  that  performance 
was  impossible  because  of  the  bad  repute  of  one  of  the  de- 
fendants, that  being  a  risk  which  was  assumed  by  plaintiff. 
Lenkel  v.  Mitchell,  106  N.  Y.  S.  549,  55  Misc.  395. 

Sec.  663.    Petition  for  commissions  out  of  last  cash  payment 
must  aver  such  payment. 

Where  a  broker's  contract  for  commissions  provided  that  the 
amount  sued  for  was  payable  out  of  the  last  cash  payment, 
such  payment  constituted  a  condition  precedent  to  any  liability 
on  defendant's  part  to  pay  such  amount  to  plaintiff;  and  hence 
an  allegation  in  plaintiff's  complaint  that  the  sum  sued  for 
''became  due"  on  a  given  date  was  not  a  sufficient  allegation 
that  the  condition  precedent  had  happened.  Nekarda  y.  Pres- 
berger,  107  N.  Y.  S.  897,  123  App.  Div.  418. 

Sec.  654.    Petition  not  alleging  agreement  stated  was  made 
does  not  state  a  cause  of  action. 

Plaintiff  sued  to  recover  commissions  for  effecting  an  ex- 
change of  property;  the  contract  provided  that  the  property 
conveyed  by  one  of  the  parties  was  to  be  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage as  by  agreement  to  be  made  between  the  parties ;  there  was 
no  allegation  that  such  agreement  was  ever  made,  or  that  there 
was  ever  an  actual  conveyance.  Held,  that  the  complaint  did 
not  state  a  cause  of  action.  Kahn  v.  Verschleiser,  109  N.  Y.  S. 
663,  57  Misc.  381. 

Sec.  665.    Petition  asking  judgment  for  excess  over  net  price, 
on  refusal  to  sell,  demurrable. 

An  owner  of  certain  realty  listed  it  for  sale  with  brokers, 
and  agreed  that  he  would  sell  the  property  so  listed  for  a  given 
sum  net  to  him;  the  broker  procured  a  purchaser  able,  willing 
and  ready  to  buy  at  a  price  in  excess  of  the  amount  named, 
but  the  owner  refused  to  sell.  Held,  that  the  agreement  did 
not  import  an  offer  on  the  part  of  the  owner  to  pay  the  bro- 
kers the  excess  in  the  amoimt  which  the  purchaser  was  willing 
to  pay  above  the  sum  named  for  which  the  owner  was  willing 
to  seU  it,  and  a  petition  asking  for  judgment  for  the  excess 
was  demurrable.  Matheney,  Beasly  and  Koon  v.  Oodin,  130  Ga. 
713,  61  S.  E.  703.    See  also  Sec.  456. 
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Sec.  666.  Petition  safScient  without  alleging  sale  for  tbe 
purpose  of  defrauding  plaintiff. 
The  petition  of  a  broker  for  commissions,  alleging  the  crea- 
tion of  an  agency  for  the  sale  of  land,  that  defendant  author- 
ized plaintiff  to  sell  it  for  a  certain  amount,  agreeing  to  pay 
him  a  fair  per  cent,  commission  therefor,  and  that  defendant 
made  a  special  agreement  in  writing  to  pay  him  such  commis- 
sion if  plaintiff  should  sell  or  negotiate  a  sale  to  B.,  and  that 
a  few  days  thereafter  defendant  himself  sold  and  conveyed 
the  land  to  B.  for  a  less  consideration,  and  that  said  purchaser 
was  procured  by  plaintiff,  under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  states 
a  cause  of  action,  without  any  allegation  that  defendant  made 
the  sale  with  evil  intent,  or  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding 
plaintiff.    Pierce  v.  Nichols  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  110  S.  W.  206. 

Sec.  666a.    Petition  held  not  defective  as  alleging  a  contract 
in  violation  of  broker's  duty. 

Defendant  B.,  with  whom  G.  had  listed  land  for  sale,  learn- 
ing that  plaintiff  desired  to  purchase  it,  requested  to  be  per- 
mitted to  make  the  sale,  and  informed  plaintiff  that  he  had 
6.  bound  to  sell  the  land  for  $2.50  per  acre  cheaper  than  G. 
would  sell  it  to  plaintiff.  Plaintiff  authorized  B.  to  offer  G. 
the  amount  he  asked  for  the  land,  less  $72  interest  on  the 
land,  if  it  could  not  be  bought  for  less,  B.  agreeing  not  to 
close  the  trade  with  any  other  parties  until  plaintiff  could 
buy  the  property  at  G.'s  price.  B.  informed  plaintiff  that  G. 
refused  to  take  less  than  $2,850  and  the  $72  interest,  and  that 
the  offer  at  that  price  would  be  kept  open  until  the  next  day; 
but,  pending  the  negotiations,  B.  and  the  two  other  defendants 
purchased  the  land  for  themselves,  to  plaintiff's  damage.  Held^ 
that  a  petition  alleging  such  facts  was  not  defective  as  alleging 
a  contract  between  plaintiff  and  B.,  which  was  invalid  as  a 
violation  of  B.'s  duty  to  G.  Bass  v.  Talbert  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'08),  112  S.  W.  1077. 
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667.    Interpkader,  when  allowed. 

658.  Interpleader,  when  not  en- 
titled thereto. 

669.  Demurrer  lies  to  petition 
against  broker  for  failure 
of  title,  when. 

660.  Demurrer  Jies  to  allegation 

that  defendant  neglected 
to  collect  rents. 

661.  Demurrer    lies    to    petition 

where  only  partial  copies 
of  letters  constituting 
contract  are  given. 

662.  Demurrer    sustained    where 

plaintiff  sought  to  recover 
for  loss  of  commissions 
from  opposite  party. 


BECnON. 

66^.  Demurrer  to  answer  lies  for 
not  showing  modification 
of  written  contract. 

664.  In   Nebraska   demurrer   lies 

to  petition  not  showing 
agent's  appointment  was 
in  writing. 

665.  Demurrer    held    improperly 

sustained  in  action  to  re- 
cover commissions  paid 
recreant  agent. 

666.  Motion      to      dismiss     held 

properly  denied. 

667.  Amendment   to   set   up   un- 

conscionable demand  re- 
fused. 


Sec.  667.    Interpleada:,  when  allowed. 

Where  two  brokers  claim  the  commissions  for  the  same  sale 
of  land  an  interpleader  will  be  awarded  at  defendant's  in- 
stance. Dreyer  v.  Ranch,  3  Daly  (N.  Y.),  434,  42  How,  Pr. 
22;  Shipman  v.  Scott,  12  Civ.  Proc.  R.  18  (N.  Y.),  14  Daly,  233. 
Cofitra,  Brooke  v.  Smith,  13  Pa.  Cir.  Ct.  R.  557,  2  Pa.  Dist.  C. 
R.  767,  33  Weekly  Notes  Cas.  74.  In  an  action  by  a  real  es- 
tate broker  to  recover  commissions  on  a  sale  of  property,  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  an  interpleader,  where  another  broker 
^laims  commissions  for  the  sale  of  the  same  property  to  the 
same  purchaser  on  diflPerent  terms.  Shipman  v.  Scott,  14  Daly 
233  (N.  Y.). 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  selling 
land,  it  appeared  that  the  vendor  had  paid  another  with  knowl- 
edge of  the  broker's  claim;  there  was  no  error  in  an  instruc- 
tion that  the  vendor  was  protected  by  the  law,  which  author- 
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ized  him  to  pay  the  money  into  court  and  compel  the  broker 
and  the  other  claimant  to  litigate  their  rights,  since  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  Section  820,  provides  that  a  defendant 
may,  where  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  action  makes  a  demand 
against  him  for  the  same  debt  or  property,  apply  for  an  order 
to  substitute  that  person  in  his  place,  and  to  discharge  him 
from  liability  to  cither,  on  his  paying  into  court  the  amount 
of  his  debt    Bickart  v.  Hoffman,  19  N.  Y.  S.  472. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land, 
where  another  broker  claiming  the  same  commissions  is  sub- 
stituted as  defendant  for  th^  principal,  he  having  paid  the 
commissions  into  court,  the  principal's  statement  to  one  of  the 
brokers,  in  the  other's  absence,  that  the  absent  broker  had  no 
authority  to  sell  the  land  with  a  builder's  loan,  is  properly 
excluded.     Shipman  v.  Freeh,  1  N.  Y.  S.  67. 

Sec.  668.    Interpleader,  when  not  entitled  theireto. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  against  his  principal  for  a  commis- 
sion on  an  alleged  sale  of  land  made  by  plaintiff  for  defend- 
ant, the  latter  is  not  entitled  to  file  an  answer  in  the  nature 
of  a  bill  of  interpleader  by  alleging  that  another  broker  also 
claims  commissions  for  making  the  sale.  Hurtsook  v.  Chrtss- 
man,  114  IMo.  App.  558,  90  S.  W.  116. 

A  bill  of  interpleader  will  not  lie  at  the  suit  of  the  seller 
to  require  two  real  estate  agents  to  interplead  as  to  which 
should  have  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land,  since,  if  either  of 
them  was  entitled  to  commissions,  it  is  because  of  some  con- 
tract he  had  with  the  seller,  and  not  because  of  anything  that 
has  happened  between  themselves.  Sachsel  v.  Farrar,  35  HL 
App.  277. 

Where  plaintiffs  sue  defendant  for  a  broker's  commissions  for 
the  sale  of  certain  land  made  through  their  agency,  the  actidb 
by  a  third  person  against  defendant,  in  another  suit,  to  recover 
for  work,  labor  and  services  in  the  sale  of  the  land,  is  not  a 
demand  against  him  for  the  same  debt  within  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  Section  820,  allowing  an  order  of  interpleader  when 
competent  creditors  demand  the  same  debt.  Taylor  v.  Satierth^ 
watte,  22  N.  Y.  S.  187,  2  Misc.  441. 
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Sec.  6S9.    Demurrer  lies  to  petition  against  broker  for  fail- 
ure of  title  when. 

In  an  action  against  a  real  estate  agent  for  failure  to  ex- 
amine the  title  of  land  purchased  by  him  for  plaintiff,  the 
plaintiff  alleged  that  the  grantor  had  mortgaged  the  land  and 
other  land,  and  that  the  mortgage  had  been  foreclosed  and  the 
land  in  question  sold,  without  saying  whether  the  grantor  still 
retained  title  to  the  other  lands  mortgaged  or  their  value,  or 
that  plaintiff  applied  for  an  order,  in  the  decree  for  foreclos- 
ure, that  such  other  lands  be  first  sold,  is  demurrable.  Sears 
V.  Forbes,  122  Ind.  358,  23  N.  E.  773. 

Sec.  660.    Demurrer  lies  to  allegation  that  defendant  neg- 
lected to  collect  rents. 

In  an  action  against  an  agent  to  recover  for  rents  collected 
by  him,  and  for  damages  for  failure  to  collect  rents,  an  alle- 
gation that  defendant  has  '*  neglected  said  business,  and  hence 
has  failed  to  collect  rents  with  diligence  he  might  have  col- 
lected,*' is  insufficient  and  demurrable.  Peeler  v.  Lathrop,  48 
Fed.  780. 

Sec.  661.    Demurrer  lies  to  petition  where  only  partial  cop- 
ies of  letters  constituting  contract  are  given. 

Where  a  petition  sets  forth  letters  alleged  to  have  been  writ- 
ten by  the  parties,  and  to  have  created  the  necessary  written 
contract  between  the  owner  of  the  land  and  the  broker,  but 
does  not  purport  to  give  full  copies,  neither  is  there  any  alle- 
gation that  the  letters  were,  signed,  the  petition  is  subject  to 
demurrer.  David  Bradley  v.  Bower  (Neb.  Sup.  '04),  99  N. 
W.  490. 

Sec.  662.    Demurrer  sustained  where  plaintiff  sought  to  re- 
cover for  loss  of  commissions  from  opposite  party. 

.  A  complaint  alleged  emplojinent  by  defendant  as  broker  to 
exchange  real  estate,  the  offer  of  defendant's  property  under 
defendant's  instructions,  and  acceptance  of  such  offer,  the  noti- 
fication of  defendant  thereof,  and  that  defendant  refused  to 
proceed  with  the  exchange  and  claimed  the  reasonable  value 
of  such  services;  a  second  count  repeated  the  allegations  of 
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the  first,  and  claimed  damages  for  the  loss  of  oommissions  to 
be  paid  by  the  owners  of  the  other  property  on  completion  of 
the  exchange.  Held,  that  the  only  contract  alleged  between 
defendant  and  its  broker  was  an  employment,  that  the  em- 
ployer contracted  to  pay  the  reasonable  value  of  his  services, 
and  a  demurrer  to  the  second  cause  of  action,  on  the  ground 
that  it  did  not  state  a  cause  of  action,  was  properly  sustained. 
Mulhall  V.  Bradley  *  Currier  Co.,  63  N.  Y.  S.  782,  50  A.  D.  179. 
See  also  Sec.  25. 

Sec.  663.    Demurrer  to  answer  lies  for  not  showing  modiflca- 
tilon  of  written  contract. 

A  complaint  alleged  that  defendant  agreed  in  writing  to 
pay  plaintiff  $300  if  plaintiff  would  obtain  a  loan  of  $3,000, 
and  that  plaintiff  had  fully  performed;  the  answer  alleged 
that  defendant  informed  plaintiff  that  defendant  must  have 
the  money  within  ten  days,  but  that  when  defendant  called  on 
the  parties  who  were  to  make  the  loan,  he  could  not  obtain 
the  money,  and  that  the  same  thing  occurred  several  times, 
and  that  the  negotiations  extended  over  much  more  than  ten 
days.  Held,  that  the  answer  was  demurrable  as  not  sho^ving 
a  modification  of  the  written  contract,  and  in  that  it  did  not 
appear  when  the  limitation  began  to  run  and  when  it  terminated. 
Burr  V.  Pen  field,  105  N.  Y.  S.  939,  55  Misc.  543. 

Sec.  664.    In  Nefara8ka»  demurrer  lies  to  petition  not  showing 
agent's  appointment  was  in  writing. 

In  an  action  to  recover  compensation  for  services  rendered 
as  a  real  estate  broker,  a  petition  which  discloses  on  its  face 
that  the  contract  of  agency  M'as  not  in  writing  is  open  to  attack 
by  demurrer.    Smith  v.  Aultz,  78  Neb.  453,  110  N.  W.  1015. 

Sec.  665.    Demurrer  held  improperly  sustained  in  action  to 
recover  commissiona  paid  recreant  agent. 

In  an  action  by  a  principal  against  his  agent  to  recover  in 
part  certain  commissions  alleged  to  have  been  erroneously  paid, 
where,  on  an  answer  and  counterclaim  for  the  balance,  the  orig- 
inal action  is  dismissed,  and  the  case  is  tried  on  the  counter- 
claim, and  the   evidence   of   plaintiff  shows   that   defendant, 
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while  his  agent  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  unknown  to  him  re- 
ceived a  commission  from  the  agent  of  the  vendor,  is  a  sufS- 
cient  defense  to  the  action  on  the  counterclaim,  and  a  demurrer 
to  such  evidence  was  improperly  sustained.  Ploitner  v.  ChiH- 
ian  (Okla  Sup.  '08),  95  P.  775. 


Sec.  666.    Motion  to  dismiss  held  properly 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker,  the  complaint  was  made 
to  set  forth  two  causes  of  action;  the  first  alleged  that  the  con- 
tract between  the  parties  provided  for  a  commission  for  leasing 
and  a  commission  for  selling  the  property  in  question,  and 
the  fact  of  a  lease  procured  through  plaintiff;  while  the 
second  merely  alleged  that  the  tenant  thus  procured  also  took 
and  subsequently  exercised  an  option  to  buy.  Held,  that  as  all 
the  allegations  might  be  taken  together  as  .stating  only  one 
cause  of  action  for  two  commissions,  the  motion  to  dismiss  the 
second  cause  of  action  was  properly  denied.  Downey  v.  Turner, 
51  N.  Y.  S.  105,  28  App.  Div.  491. 

Sec.  667.    Amendment  to  set  up  unconscionable  demand  re- 
fused. 

In  an  action  to  recover  $4,000,  the  residue  of  $7,600  broker- 
age for  negotiating  a  loan  of  $4,000  for  four  months,  the  evi- 
dence did  not  support  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  and 
the  plaintiff  was  non-suited.  Held,  that  it  was  immaterial 
that  defendant  did  not  specify  for  his  motion  a  non-suit,  as 
the  complaint  could  not  be  corrected  except  by  amendment, 
and  that  could  not  be  granted  because  the  demand  was  un- 
conscionable.   Daley  v.  Buss,  86  CaL  114,  Zi  P.  867. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

SECTI05.  SECTION. 

668.  Amendment  proper  to  allow       671.     Amendment,  error  to  allow 

to    plead    general    denial  to  allege  exercise  of  op- 

where  answer  set  up  stat-  tion    and    completion    of 

ute  of  frauds.  sale. 

669.  Amendment     allowing     cor-  672.    Amendment  to  answer  held 

rection    of    written   con-  improper  and  misleading, 

tract  does  not  cause  a  de-  673.    Amendment  of  complaint,  at 

parture.  trial,    in    furtherance    of 

670.  Amendment,  when  error  to  justice,  held  proper. 

refuse.  674.    Amendment  properly  allowed 

plaintiff  to  claim   return 
of  commissions  for  fraud. 

Sec.  668.    Amendment,  proper  to  allow  to  plead  general  de- 
nial, where  answer  set  up  statute  of  frauds. 

Where  the  answer  alleged  that  the  contract  of  employment 
was  oral,  and  ** barred  and  invalid  by  the  provisions"  of  a 
statute  declaring  that  **  contracts  for  the  employment  of  an 
agent  to  sell  real  estate  for  commissions  arc  invalid  unless  in 
writing  subscribed  by  the  party  to  be  charged/'  and  plaintiffs 
have  failed  to  show  a  written  contract  of  employment,  it  was 
not  error  to  permit  defendant  to  amend  his  answer  by  chang- 
ing the  admission  of  the  contract  of  employment  into  a  denial 
of  the  same.  Jamvion  v.  Hyde,  141  Cal.  109,  74  P.  695.  But 
see  Strunski  v.  Geiger,  101  N.  Y.  S.  786,  52  Misc.  134. 

Sec.  669.    Amendment  allowing  correction  of  written  eon- 
tract  does  not  cause  a  departure. 

Where  the  identity  of  the  transaction  on  which  plainliffs 
based  their  claim  to  a  judgment  against  the  defendant  and 
the  form  of  the  action  as  one  sounding  in  contract  were  pre- 
served in  the  amended  petition,  and  this  is  the  best  and  most 
reasonable  test  by  which  to  determine  whether  or  not  an  amend- 
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ment  of  a  pleading  substantially  changes  the  cause  of  action 
so  as  to  be  obnoxious  to  the  rule  against  departure,  the 
amendment  of  the  ivritten  contract  does  not  constitute  a  de- 
parture. Stewart  v.  Van  Home,  91  Mo.  App.  647;  Sain  v. 
Rooney,  125  Mo.  App.  176,  101  S.  W.  1127. 

Sec.  670.    Amendment,  when  error  to  refuse. 

Where  the  court  voluntarily  permits  a  broker  suing  for  com- 
missions to  amend  his  complaint  to  show  an  assignment  to  him 
of  a  claim  for  commissions  by  A.,  it  is  error  to  refuse  to  allow 
him  to  amend  for  the  purpose  of  showing  an  assignment  of  a 
portion  of  the  claim  from  B.,  although  the  fact  of  such  as- 
signment appears  in  plaintiif 's  bill  of  particulars.  Schlesinger 
V.  Jud,  70  N.  Y.  S.  616,  61  App.  Div.  453. 

Sec.  671.    Amendment,  error  to  allow  to  allege  exercise  of  op- 
tion and  c<»npletion  of  sale. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  commissions  for  a  broker's  services 
in  the  sale  of  a  mine,  a  non-suit  was  granted,  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  the  option  to  purchase,  negotiated  by  the  broker, 
had  not  matured  when  suit  was  brought,  and,  pending  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  for  alleged  errors  of  law  occurring  at  the 
trial,  the  purchaser  complied  with  the  option  and  completed 
the  sale,  it  was  error  to  grant  a  subsequent  application  for 
a  new  trial,  in  order  to  permit  the  broker  to  allege  by  amend- 
ment the  completion  of  the  sale  and  recover  for  his  services. 
Lawrence  v.  Peterson,  34  Wash.  1,  74  P.  1011. 

Sec.  672.    Amendment  to  answer  held  improper  and  mislead- 
ing. 

On  the  trial  of  a  cause  the  defendant  obtained  leave  to  amend 
his  answer  by  alleging  **that  after  making  the  sales  named 
they  (plaintiffs)  complained  that  the  prices  were  too  high 
as  named  by  defendant,  and  made  no  effort  to  sell  the  same, 
but  neglected  the  same,  to  the  defendant's  damage  and  in- 
jury." IleM,  that  the  matter  involved  in  the  amendment, 
not  being  pertinent  to  the  ease,  was  calculated  to  raise  a  false 
issue  and  distract  the  attention  of  the  jury  from  the  real  ques- 
tiop^  for  their  determination.  Marshall  v.  Ooble,  32  Neb.  9,  48 
N.  W.  898. 
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Sec.  673.    Amendment  of  ccnnplaint  at  trial,  in  fmriheraiioe 
of  justice,  held  proper. 

In  an  action  for  a  division  of  broker's  commissions,  it  was 
proper  to  permit  plaintiff  to  amend  his  complaint  at  the  trial 
by  inserting  an  allegation  that  defendant  was  the  agent  of 
a  certain  corporation,  within  certain  years  covering  the  trans- 
action in  question,  which  was  the  owner  of  the  property  sold, 
under  the  statute  authorizins:  the  court  to  permit  the  amend- 
ment of  pleadings  in  the  furtherance  of  justice.  McCleary  v. 
Willis,  35  Wash.  f)76,  77  P.  1073. 

Sec.  674.    Amendment  properly  allowed  plaintiff  to  claim  re- 
turn of  commissions  for  fraud. 

In  their  original  petition  plaintiffs  alleged  that  defendants 
engaged  to  sell  plaintiffs*  land  at  $4,000,  for  a  commission  of 
$125,  but  if  only  $3,900  could  be  obtained  the  commission  should 
be  $100;  the  land  sold  for  $4,000,  but  defendants  fraudulently 
represented  that  only  $3,900  was  obtained ;  that  plaintiffs  paid 
defendants  a  commission  of  $100,  and  that  they  fraudulently 
converted  $100  of  the  price  paid  for  the  land,  and  asked  judg- 
ment for  $75;  later,  plaintiffs  were  permitted  to  amend  their 
petition  by  alleging  that  defendants  through  their  fraud  for- 
feited all  right  to  commissions,  and  asked  for  recovery  of  com- 
missions paid  and  the  remainder  paid.  Held,  that  the  amend- 
ment was  properly  allowed.  Deter  v.  Jackson,  76  Ean.  768, 
92  P.  546. 


CHAPTER  VII. 

DEFENSES. 

Sec.  675.    That  broker  did  not  lue  best  efforts  insnfficieiit. 

An  answer  does  not  state  a  defense  which  admits  the  con- 
tract, and  alleges  that  the  broker  did  not  use  his  best  efforts 
and  act  in  good  faith,  but  fraudulently  induced  the  defendant 
to  agree  to  an  exchange  which  he  knew  was  not  worth  as  much 
as  defendant's  property,  is  insufficient,  where  no  direct  aver- 
ment of  facts  showing  fraud  is  made.  Rabb  v.  Johnson,  28  Ind. 
App.  665,  63  N.  E.  580;  Meyer  v.  Fayne,  43  N.  Y.  S.  133,  13 
N.  Y.  App.  Div.  332. 

Sec.  676.    Setting  up  violation  of  law  as  to  license  insufficient. 

An  answer  setting  up  the  violation  of  a  foreign  statute  re- 
quiring brokers  to  take  out  a  license  was  held  insufficient  to 
show  that  the  petition  was  founded  on  a  criminal  offense,  or 
that  the  broker  s  contract  was  void  or  prohibited  by  statute, 
averments  to  that  effect  being  held  mere  incidents  and  deduc- 
tions from  the  statute,  and  not  allegations  of  facts.  Angell  v. 
Van  Schinck,  9  N.  Y.  S.  568,  56  Hun,  247.  Nor  can  an  agent 
sued  for  an  accounting  set  up  the  illegality  of  transaction  from 
which  the  money  was  realized.    ^lechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  526. 

Sec.  677.    Affirmative  defense  not  pleaded  can  not  be  proved. 

An  affirmative  defense  to  be  proved  must  be  pleaded.  Kelly 
V.  Stone,  94  Iowa,  316,  62  N.  W.  842;  Scott  v.  Dillon,  109  N. 
Y.  S.  877,  58  Misc.  522. 

Sec.  678.    Defense  that  plaintiff  also  acted  for  customer,  to  be 
proved,  must  be  pleaded. 

The  defense  that  plaintiff  was  employed  by  both  parties  and 
his  double  employment  not  disclosed  must,  to  be  proved,  be 
pleaded.    Childs  v.  Ptomey,  17  Mont.  502,  43  P.  714;  Reese  v. 
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Garth,  36  Mo.  App.  641 ;  Harrell  v.  Bonfils  Imp,  Co.,  45  N.  Y. 
S.  227,  17  A.  D.  405;  Marks  v.  O'Donnell,  121  N.  Y.  S.  214. 
Compare  Sec.  869. 

Sec.  679.    Denyinjf  agreement  will  not  admit  proof  of  double 
employment. 

Under  a  denial  of  an  agreement  for  the  payment  of  a  com- 
mission, the  broker's  double  employment  can  not  be  proved. 
McFee  v.  Horan,  40  Minn.  30,  41  N.  W.  239 ;  Smith  v.  Soosan, 
35  N.  Y.  S.  806,  24  Misc.  706;  Annabil  v.  Traverse  Land  Co. 
(Minn.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  233. 

Sec.  680.    Denying  allegations,  except  that  plaintiff  is  a  broker, 
admits  proof  of  double  employment. 

This  defense,  double  employment,  may  be  proved  under  a 
denial  of  all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  except  that  plain- 
tiff was  a  broker.  Wolf  v.  Demboskey,  74  N.  Y.  S.  465,  36 
Misc.  643,  66  A.  D.  428. 


Sec.  681.    Denying  performance  of  services  by  broker 
proof  of  double  employment. 

Under  an  answer  merely  denying  the  performance  of  the 
services  by  the  broker  his  double  employment  may  be  proved. 
Norman  v.  Reuther,  54  N.  Y.  S.  152,  25  Misc.  161. 

Sec.  682.  That  services  were  rendered  under  an  express  con- 
tract inadmissible  under  general  denial. 
In  an  action  to  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  services  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  of  land,  a  defense  that  the  services  were 
rendered  under  an  express  contract  as  to  compensation  is  in- 
admissible under  the  general  denial,  the  action  being  to  recover 
upon  a  quantum  meruit;  if  defendant  relied  upon  an  express 
contract  in  respect  to  plaintiff's  corporation,  he  should  have 
pleaded  it.  Reishus-Eemer  Co.  v.  Benner,  91  Minn.  401,  98 
N.  W.  186.    Compare  Sec.  696. 

Sec.  683.    Under  general  denial  can  not  prove  transaction  can- 
celled by  consent  of  all. 

In  an  action  brought  by  real  estate  brokers  for  commissions, 
the  defendant  cannot    under  a  general  denial    be  permitted 
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to  show  that  subsequent  to  the  procurement  of  the  customer 
and  the  execution  by  him  of  a  written  agreement  to  purchase, 
the  entire  transaction  including  the  agreement  to  purchase  was 
cancelled  by  consent  of  all  parties.  Rothschild  v.  Barrett,  47 
Minn.  28,  49  N.  W.  393. 

Sec.  684.    Under  a  general  denial  may  show  no  commiaiions 
chargeable  unless  excess  in  price  received* 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  selling  land 
under  an  alleged  contract  providing  for  a  specified  sum  as  com- 
missions, defendant  may  under  a  plea  of  general  denial  show 
that  plaintiff  agreed  to  charge  no  commissions  unless  the  land 
was  sold  for  more  than  a  stated  price,  since  that  is  not  affirma- 
tive matter  of  defense.  Wein  v.  Gilmerj  81  Tex.  345,  16  S. 
W.  1058. 

Sec.  684a.    Defense  that  contract  had  been  rescinded  admissi- 
ble, though  not  specially  pleaded. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation,  defense  that  the 
contract  between  the  broker  and  defendant  had  been  rescinded 
held  admissible,  though  not  specially  pleaded.  Mott  v.  Minor, 
(Cal.  App.  '09),  106  P.  244. 

Sec.  685.    Under  a  general  denial  can  not  prove  another  than 
plaintiff  introduced  the  purchaser. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  where 
the  answer  is  a  general  denial,  the  proof  is  restricted  to  sus- 
taining or  controverting  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition,  and 
defendant  cannot  show  that  a  third  party  and  not  the  plaintiff 
introduced  the  purchaser  to  the  defendant.  St,  Felix  v.  Green, 
34  Neb.  800,  52  N.  W.  821 ;  Reese  v.  Garth,  36  Mo.  App.  641. 

Sec.  686.    Plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  negative  defense  of  aban- 
donment of  employment. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  an  alleged  aban- 
donment of  the  broker's  employment  to  sell  is  matter  of  defense 
which  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  negative.  Moore  v.  Boehm, 
91  N.  Y.  S.  125,  45  Misc.  622. 
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Sec.  687.    That  owner  offered  to  perfect  title  by  suit  at  law  no 
defense  to  action  by  broker  for  commissions. 

The  fact  that  .the  owner  offered  the  prospective  purchaser 
to  perfect  his  title  by  suit  at  law  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for 
commissions.    Bruce  v.  Wolfe,  .102  Mo.  App.  384,  76  S.  W.  723. 

Sec.  687a.    Sale  by  owner  at  higher  price  no  defense  to  broker's 
suit  for  commissions  for  producing  a  buyer. 

JVTiere  plaintiff  was  employed  by  an  executor  to  sell  land  of 
the  estate,  and  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  in  accordance 
with  the  required  terms,  the  fact  that  the  property  was  sold 
to  another  offering  a  higher  price  was  no  defense  to  plaintiff's 
right  for  commissions.  Hickman-Coleman  Co.  v.  Leggett,  (CaL 
App.  '09),  100  P.  1072.     Compare  Sees.  15,  454 

Sec.  688.    When  sued  for  commissions  can  not  set  up  defect 
which  stated  at  the  time  might  have  been  cured. 

Where  one  who  employed  a  broker  to  purchase  for  him  land 
at  a  specified  price,  absoliltely  refused  to  complete  the  transac- 
tion, he  cannot,  at  the  trial  of  the  broker's  action  for  commis- 
sions, set  up  a  defect  in  the  title  which  if  exproased  at  the 
time,  might  have  been  obviated.  Auten  v.  Jacobus,  47  N.  Y. 
S.  1119,  21  Misc.  632,  affirming  46  N.  Y.  S.  681,  20  Misc.  669. 

Sec.  689.    Defendant  can  show  another  agent  made  the  sale. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commLssions  for  a  sale  of  real  estate, 
defendant  can  show  that  another  authorized  agent  made  the  sale. 
Goin  V.  Hess,  102  Iowa  140,  71  N.  W.  218;  Cook  v.  Whiting, 
(Iowa  Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W.  835;  Eussell  v.  Poor  (Mo.  App. 
'08),  115  S.  W.  1. 

Sec.  689a.    What  purchaser  may  show  in  defense  of  action  to 
dispossess. 

Where  the  agent  having  authority  to  sell  lands  for  his  prin- 
cipal makes  a  contract  in  writing  for  a  sale  of  the  same  in 
his  own  name  and  puts  the  purchaser  in  possession  thereof,  who 
makes  thereon  lasting  and  valuable  improvements,  and  the 
purchaser  is  afterward  sued  by  the  principal  for  the  recovery 
of  the  land,  the  purchaser  may,  with  proper  allegations  in  his 
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answer,  show  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  have  been  that 
the  principal  should  be  bound  by  the  contract.  Butler  v.  KauU 
back,  8  Kan.  668.  Compare,  Taylor  v.  Quest,  45  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  276. 

a 

Sec.  690.    That  authority  was  conditional  on  defendant's  abil- 
ity to  buy  another  lot. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  commissions  for  a 
sale  of  land,  the  defense  was  that  the  authority  to  sell  was 
conditioned  on  defendant's  being  able  to  purchase  a  certain 
other  lot.  Held.,  That  it  was  competent  for  defendant  to  show 
that  he  made  reasonable  effort  to  make  such  purchase,  as 
such  proof  showed  his  good  faith.  Wilsoji  v.  Klein,  90  Ala.  518, 
8  S.  130. 

Sec.  681.    That  contract  obtained  was  provisional  and  no  lease 
was  made. 

Plaintiffs,  real  estate  agents,  were  to  receive  certain  com- 
missions for  services  in  securing  a  lessee  for  defendant  upon 
agreed  terms,  and  they  procured  an  informal  agreement  for 
a  lease  to  be  signed  by  defendant  and  the  applicant  for  the 
lease.  Held,  That  to  defeat  an  action  by  plaintiff  for  commissions 
defendant  might  show  by  parol  that  the  contract  was  merely 
provisional,  and  did  not  express  all  the  terms  of  the  lease  to 
.be  entered  into  by  the  parties,  and  that  the  lease  was  never 
consummated,  because  no  final  agreement  was  ever  made  be- 
tween the  defendant  and  the  proposed  lessee.  Buxton  v.  Beal, 
49  ]Minn.  230,  51  N.  W.  918 ;  Laivs  v.  Schmidt,  80  Ohio  St.  108, 
88  N.  E.  319. 

Sec.  691a.    Defendant,  under  a  general  denial,  may  show  that 
contract  was  merely  an  option. 

Defendant,  under  his  general  denial,  in  an  action  for  broker's 
commissions,  in  which  the  complaint  avers  that  plaintiffs  pro- 
cured R.  to  purchase  the  premises  of  defendant  for  an  agreed 
amount,  and  that  said  contract  was  reduced  to  writing  signed 
by  defendant,  may  show  that  the  contract  made  by  defendant 
and  R.  was  merely  an  option.  Brown  v.  Wisner  (Wash.  Sup. 
'09),  99  P.  581. 
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Sec.  691b.    Evidence  showing  contract  an  option  and  not  a  sale. 

The  rule  excluding  parol  evidence  to  varj''  a  written  contract 
obtains  only  between  the  parties  thereto,  or  their  successors 
in  interest,  so  that  defendant,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  com- 
missions for  procuring  a  purchaser  by  R  of  land  from  de- 
fendant, may  show  that  the  contract  between  B.  and  defendant, 
even  though  in  form  one  of  sale,  was  merely  an  option  and 
net  acted  on  by  R.    Brown  v.  Winner,  51  Wash.  509,  99  P.  581. 

Sec.  692.    That  defendant  sold  premises  before  sale  by  plaintiff 
inadmissible  under  a  general  denial 

Where  the  answer  is  a  general  denial,  the  issue  presented  by 
the  pleading  is  the  truth  of  the  allegations  of  the  petition ;  under 
such  an  issue  affirmative  proof  in  favor  of  the  defendant  cannot 
be  received,  and  an  instruction  submitting  such  proof  to  the 
jury  is  erroneous;  hence,  evidence  offered  by  defendant  that 
he  sold  the  premises  to  other  parties  before  the  sale  by  plaintiff 
is  inadmissible.  Griffith  v.  Woolworth,  44  N.  W.  1137,  28 
Neb.  715. 

Sec.  603.  Defense  of  collusion  with  proposed  purchaser  and 
bad  faith  allowable. 
In  an  action  for  broker's  services,  an  answer  alleging  that 
the  proposed  purchaser  was  plaintiff's  uncle,  and  that  they 
entered  into  collusion,  whereby  the  uncle  was  to  pretend  to 
defendant  that  he  was  ready  and  \ialling  to  purchase  the  land 
and  pay  for  the  same  in  cash,  and  that  defendant  under  the 
belief  that  the  proposed  purchaser  was  acting  in  good  faith 
fixed  a  day  and  place  for  the  execution  of  the  deed,  when 
plaintiff  and  hia  uncle  questioned  the  description  for  the  pur- 
pose of  delay,  and  that  before  the  adjourned  day  fixed  for  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  defendant  was  informed  that  the  pro- 
posed purchaser  would  not  take  the  land,  until  he  had  had  an 
opportunity  of  reinspecting  it,  which  he  never  did,  stated  a 
sufficient  defense.  McAfee  v.  Bending,  36  Ind.  App.  628,  76 
N.  E.  412. 

Sec.  603a.    Defense  of  fraudulent  representations  of  agent 
available  against  his  assignee. 

It  is  a  good  defense  for  procuring  a  contract  for  defendant 
that  the  servicps  were  rendered  without  any  effort  or  influence 
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of  plaintiff's  assignor,  and  that  the  agreement  relied  on  by 
plaintiff  was  induced  by  his  assignor's  fraudulent  representa- 
tions.   Sand  V.  Kenny  Mfg.  Co.,  113  N.  Y.  S.  972. 

Sec.  693b.  Voluntary  payment  by  the  defrauded  party  no 
defense  to  agent  sued  for  the  deceit  and  fraud. 

The  voluntary  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  price  of  the 
mine  bought  by  his  agent,  after  the  purchaser  entered  into 
and  partly  executed  the  contract  to  buy  the  property,  is  no 
defense  to  the  agent  sued  for  deceit  and  fraud  in  the  trans- 
action. Of,  Western  Oold  Co.  v.  Chambers  (Cal.  Sup.  '09), 
101  P.  6. 

Sec.  OM.  After  contract  accepted  by  vendor  latter  can  not 
plead  irresponsibility  of  purchaser  to  action  by  broker  for 
fees. 

Where  a  broker,  under  a  general  contract  of  employment  to 
sell  real  estate,  obtained  a  purchaser  satisfactory  to  his  principal 
who  made  an  enforceable  contract  of  sale,  without  being  induced 
so  to  do  by  any  representations  of  the  broker  as  to  the  pur- 
chaser's responsibility,  and  without  any  bad  faith  on  the 
broker's  part,  the  latter  was  entitled  \o  commissions,  though, 
without  the  principal's  fault,  the  vendee  failed  to  perform  the 
contract  of  sale,  because  of  the  lack  of  suflBcient  financial  respon- 
sibility at  the  time  the  contract  was  executed.  Alt  v.  Doscher, 
186  N.  Y.  566,  79  N.  E.  .1100;  J.  B.  Watkin's  Ld.  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Thetford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '06),  96  S.  W.  72;  Sanderson  v.  Wells- 
ford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  382.  Contra,  Dotson  v. 
Milliken,  27  App.  (D.  C),  500.    See  also  Sees.  726,  842. 


Sec.  OMa.    Proofs  available  to  defendant  under  his  denial  that 
customer  was  able  to  exchange. 

In  an  action  by  brokers  for  services  in  negotiating  an  ex- 
change of  real  property,  which  was  not  carried  out,  even  if 
plaintiffs  made  prima  facie  proof  of  title  in  the  customer  offered 
by  them,  defendant  under  his  denial  that  the  customer  was 
able  to  exchange,  could  prove  that  he  was  not  able,  because  he 
had  no  title  to  part  of  the  real  property  proposed  to  be  ex- 
changed, and  that  it  w^as  incumbered  by  a  party- wall  which 
made  it  unmarketable.    Mntchmck  v.  Davis,  114  N.  Y.  S.  997. 
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Sec.  695.  AxiBwer  ayerring  willingness  to  sell  on  tenns  set 
forth  states  no  defense. 
In  an  action  to  recover  an  agent's  commissions  for  finding 
a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  where  the  plaintiff  alleged  that 
defendant  had  agreed  to  pay  a  certain  sum  for  the  finding  of 
a  purchaser  at  $100  per  acre,  and  that  plaintiff  found  such 
purchaser,  who  offered  to  purchase  and  pay  for  the  land  either 
in  cash  or  on  such  terms  as  the  defendant  might  desire  as  to 
payment,  an  answer  denying  that  defendant  ever  employed 
plaintiff,  but  averring  a  willingness  to  sell  and  convey  to  the 
alleged  purchaser  at  $100  per  acre,  payable  in  five  equal  install- 
ments, bearing  interest  at  ten  per  cent,  per  annum  until  paid, 
principal  and  interest  to  constitute  part  of  the  purchase  price 
of  the  land,  constitutes  no  defense  to  the  action,  the  allegation 
in  the  complaint  that  the  purchaser  offered  such  terms  as  the 
defendant  might  desire  as  to  payment  being  mere  surplusage." 
Guthrie  V.  Bright,  26  Ky.  L.  R.  1021,  82  S.  W.  985. 

Sec.  695a.    It  is  no  defense  that  the  broker  agreed  to  divide 
his  commissions  with  third  persons. 

It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of 
land  that  the  broker  agreed  with  third  persons  that  they  should 
all  endeavor  to  make  a  sale,  and  would  divide  the  commissions 
in  the  event  thereof.    Ross  v.  Carr,  (N.  M.  Sup.  '09),  103  P.  307. 

Sec.  696.    Under  general  denial  can  prove  contract  made  and 
non-performance  by  plaintiff. 

In  an  action  on  an  express  contract  for  commissions  for  pro- 
curing purchasers  of  land,  the  defendant  was  entitled  under 
a  general  denial  to  offer  testimony,  not  only  denying  the 
contract  as  claimed,  but  also  proving  the  contract  which  they 
in  fact  made,  and  non-performance  thereof  by  the  plaintiff. 
Tracey  Land  Co.  v.  PofJc,  etc,  Co,,  131  Iowa  40,  107  N.  W.  1029; 
Harris  v.  Moore,  134  Iowa,  704,  112  N.  W.  163;  Weaver  v. 
Richards,  156  ^lich.  320.    Compare  Sec.  682. 

Sec.  697.    Statute  of  frauds  not  available  as  a  defense  to  action 
by  broker  for  commissions. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  or  compensation  for  a 
sale  of  land  by  a  broker,  that  the  contract  with  the  broker  was 
within  the  statute  of  frauds  is  no  defense.    Stephens  v.  Sailey, 
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149  Ala.  256,  42  S.  740;  Kepner  v.  Ford  (N.  Dak.  Sup.  W),  111 
N.  W.  619;  Pope  V.  Caddell,  31  Ky.  L.  R.  412, 102  S.  W.  327. 

Sec.  698.  Answer  that  "sale  was  not  consummated  and  plain- 
tiff not  entitled  to  recover''  no  defense. 
In  an  action  to  recover  a  commission  for  a  sale  of  defendant's 
property,  an  allegation  in  the  answer  that  the  sale  **was  not 
consummated,  by  reason  of  which  plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to 
recover  of  defendants,"  states  no  defense,  as  such  failure  may 
have  respited  from  defendants'  fault,  they  having  admitted  that 
plaintiif  furnished  them  a  purchaser.  Atterbury  v.  Hopkins, 
122  Mo.  App.  172,  99  S.  W.  11. 

Sec.  699.    To  establish  illegality  of  oral  appointment  of  broker 
the  defense  must  be  speciaUy  pleaded. 

When,  in  an  action  for  commissions  earned  by  a  broker  under 
an  oral  contract  of  employment  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real 
estate,  no  illegality  in  the  contract  appeared  on  the  face  of 
the  complaint  or  in  the  evidence  to  sustain  the  action,  the 
defense  that  imder  the  penal  code  a  written  authorization  to 
procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  is  necessary  must  to  be 
available  be  specially  pleaded.  Strunski  v.  Geiger,  101  N.  Y. 
S.  786,  52  Misc.  134.  Compare,  Jamison  v.  Hyde,  141  Cal.  109, 
74  P.  695. 

Sec.  700.    Where  agent  acted  for  both  parties  by  consent,  al- 
legation of  bad  faith  by  defendant  states  no  defense. 

The  only  fraud  charged  by  the  answer,  in  an  action  by  real 
estate  agents  for  commissions  for  trading  defendant's  land  being 
that  plaintiffs  were  in  the  employ  of  the  other  party  to  the 
trade  when  they  were  employed  by  defendants,  which  fact  of 
dual  employment  plaintiffs  by  their  reply  admitted  and  justi- 
fied, on  the  ground  that  it  was  with  the  knowledge  and  consent 
of  both  parties,  defendants  cannot  avail  themselves  of  the 
defense  that  plaintiffs  acted  in  bad  faith  toward  both  parties 
by  each  attempting  to  testify  as  to  the  value  of  the  land  of 
the  other.    Cook  v.  Piatt,  126  Mo.  App.  553,  104  S.  W.  1131. 

Sec.  700a.    Broker's  refusal  to  pay  part  of  costs  no  defense  to 
action  for  his  commissions. 

Where  a  broker  bound  a  purchaser  by  an  enforceable  contract, 
the  broker's  refusal  to  fulfill  a  promise  to  pay  one-half  of  the 
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costs  of  the  seller's  suit  to  enforce  the  contract  was  no  defense 
to  the  broker's  right  to  commissions.  Pinkerton  v.  Hudson 
(Ark.  Sup.  '08),  113  S.  W.  35. 

Sec.  701.    Put  in  issue  by  general  denial,  and  not  necessary  to 
plead  sale  not  consummated. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  real  estate  broker's  commissions 
to  be  paid  on  securing  a  purchaser,  plaintiff  relied  upon  an 
agreement  for  a  sale  made  by  the  owner  to  a  prospective  pur- 
chaser secured  by  the  broker,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  owner 
to  plead  that  the  contract  was  not  consummated  by  a  sale, 
his  general  denial  putting  in  issue  the  fact  of  a  sale,  that  being 
necessary  to  entitle  the  broker  to  recover.  Wilson  v.  Ellis,  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '08),  106  S.  W.  1152;  Arthur  v.  Porter  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  127. 

Sec.  702.    That  interest  texms  differed  no  defense  where  plain- 
tiff offered  to  pay  the  difference. 

Where  brokers  procured  a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing 
to  purchase  on  defendant's  terms,  it  was  no  defense  to  an 
action  for  commissions  that  the  memorandum  of  sale  did  not 
provide  for  exactly  the  same  interest  terms  that  defendant  de- 
manded, plaintiffs  having  offered  at  the  time  to  pay  the  differ- 
ence. Bicker  v.  Post,  110  N.  Y.  S.  79,  125  App.  Div.  607.  Com- 
pare, Toung  v.  Ruhwedel,  119  Mo.  App.  231,  96  S.  W.  228. 

Sec.  703.    Averment  not  objectionable  as  amounting  to  the  gen- 
eral issue. 

A  plea  to  a  declaration  by  real  estate  brokers  for  commissions 
averring  that  the  brokers  did  not  sell  the  property  to  the  pur- 
chasers named  for  the  owners  for  the  amounts  named,  and  that 
the  purchasers  did  not  pay  the  owners  such  amount  for  the 
property,  and  that  the  owners  never  were  indebted  as  averred, 
was  not  bad  as  amountinj^  only  to  the  general  issue,  as  a  plea 
is  not  objectionable  on  that  ground,  unless  it  sets  up  matters 
of  fact  merely  amounting  to  a  denial  of  such  allegations  in 
the  declaration  as  on  general  issue  would  have  to  be  proved  to 
support  the  case.    8eff  v.  Brotman,  70  A.  106,  108  Md.  278. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 

SECTION.  SECTION. 

704,  704a.    What  are  not  depar        "05  to  728c,  inclusive.    Examples 
tores.  on  the  question  of  burden 

of  proof. 

Sec.  704.    What  are  not  departures. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  commissions  for  sales  of 
lands  to  customers  ^'procured"  by  plaintiffs,  an  instruction  that 
defendants  were  liable  if  plaintiffs  ** furnished*'  customers,  is 
not  a  departure  from  the  issues  made.  Boyd  v.  Watson,  101 
Iowa  214,  70  N.  W.  120.  A  petition  alleged  that  defendant 
promised  to  pay  plaintiff  and  another  a  commission  for  selling 
defendant's  farm,  but  refused  to  pay  the  same  on  sale  of  the 
farm,  an  amended  petition  alleged  in  the  first  count  that  de- 
fendant had  promised  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission  for  selling 
the  farm,  but  had  paid  one-half  thereof;  the  second  count  al- 
leged that  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  and  another  a 
certain  sum  each  for  selling  the  farm,  but  that  on  sale  thereof 
refused  to  pay  plaintiff  his  part  of  the  commissions.  Held,  that 
the  amended  petition  did  not  embrace  a  different  cause  of  action 
from  that  pleaded  in  the  original  petition,  there  being  nothing 
in  either  of  the  pleadings  to  indicate  that  plaintiff  intended  to 
charge  the  existence  of  a  partnership  relation  between  himself 
and  the  other  agent  acting  with  him  in  selling  the  farm.  Sain 
V.  Rooney,  125  Mo.  App.  176,  101  S.  W.  1127. 

Sec.  704a.    No  variance  between  allegatlbns  and  proof. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  procuring  a  loan, 
there  is  no  variance  between  an  allegation  that  plaintiff  pro- 
cured a  loan  for  defendant,  and  evidence  that  at  defendant's 
request  and  on  his  promise  to  pay  a  commission,  plaintiff  pro- 
cured a  loan  to  be  made  by  a  corporation  formed  by  defendant, 
and  a  common  count  that  plaintiff  performed  work  for  defend- 
ant, of  the  price  and  value  of  a  certain  sum,  authorized  a  finding 
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that  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  the  usual  commifisions  or 
the  reasonable  value  of  his  services.  Williams  v.  Clowes,  75 
Conn.  155,  52  A.  820. 

Sec.  706.    Burden  of  proof  on  defendant  that  broker's  author- 
ity was  revoked. 

One  who  has  given  a  broker  authority  until  further  notice  to 
sell  land  has  the  burden  of  proving  that  he  revoked  the  au- 
thority before  the  broker  found  a  purchaser.  Bourke  v.  Van 
Keuren,  20  Colo.  95,  36  P.  882 ;  Clemenls  v.  Stapleton,  136  Iowa 
137,  113  N.  W.  546. 

Sec.  706.    Burden  on  plaintiff  to  show  double  employment  was 
with  defendant's  knowledge  and  consent. 

The  burden  of  showing  that  one  employing  a  broker  to  find 
a  customer  to  exchange  real  estate  with  him  had  notice  that  the 
broker  was  to  receive  a  commission  from  the  customer  is  on 
the  broker.  Hannan  v.  Prentis,  124  Mich.  417,  83  N.  W.  102; 
Rolinson  v.  Clock,  55  N.  Y.  S.  976,  38  A  pp.  Div.  67.  Compare, 
Redmond  v.  Henlie,  137  Iowa,  228,  114  N.  W.  885. 

Sec.  706a.    Burden  on  broker  to  show  not  only  that  the  seller 
knew  of  double  agency,  but  the  purchaser  as  well. 

Whenever  a  real  estate  broker,  who  is  representing  the  pur- 
chaser may  recover  commissions  from  the  seller,  the  broker 
must  prove,  not  only  that  the  seller,  but  the  purchaser  as  well, 
was  aware  of  his  double  agency,  and  that  the  trade  was  made 
with  such  knowledge.  Denison  v.  Gault,  132  Mo.  App.  301,  111 
S.  W.  844.    See  also  Sec.  559. 

Sec.  707.  Burden  of  agent's  want  of  authority  is  on  party 
making  allegatioiv 
The  burden  of  proving  want  of  authority,  where  the  agent 
executes  a  contract  in  the  name  of  the  principal,  lies  on  the 
party  claiming  the  want  of  authority.  Plumb  v.  MUk,  19  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  74. 

Sec.  708.    Burden  is  on  agent  to  establish  fairness  in  transac- 
tion. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  agent  to  establish  his  fairness 
in  the  transaction.     Riibidoeux  v.  Parks,  48  Cal.  215;  Brown 
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V.  Post,  1  Hun  (N.  Y.),  303;  Neely  v.  Anderson,  2  Strob.  (S. 
C.)  Eq.  262;  Condit  v.  Blackwell,  22  N.  J.  Eq.  481 ;  Alwood  v. 
kansfield,  59  111.  496 ;  Hanna  v.  Haynes,  42  Wash.  284,  84  P. 
861;  Walker  v.  Carringtan,  74  111.  446;  Lienwen  v.  KKne  (Iowa 
Sup.  '09),  120  N.  W.  312.  Contra,  Buckingham  v.  flarm,  10 
Colo.  455,  15  P.  817;  Pollatschek  v.  Goodmn,  40  N.  Y.  682, 
17  Misc.  587. 

Sec.  709.    Borden  of  proof  ba  to  knowledge  on  part  of  prin- 
cipal of  dual  agency. 

The  burden  of  proving  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  principal, 
in  some  States,  rests  on  the  agent.  Young  v.  Trainor,  158  111. 
428,  42  N.  E.  139 ;  Lynch  v.  Fallon,  11  R.  I.  311 ;  Jansen  v. 
Williams,  36  Neb.  869,  55  N.  W.  279.  In  Georgia,  the  burden 
of  proving  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  principal  rests  on  the 
latter,  and  when  dual  agency  was  relied  on  it  was  necessary 
for  the  defendants  to  prove  not  only  the  fact  of  such  agency,  but 
that  the  same  was  not  known  to  both  parties.  Red  Cypress 
Lumber  Co,  v.  Perry,  118  6a.  876,  45  S.  E.  674;  Hansley  v. 
Monroe,  103  Ga.  279,  29  S.  E.  928. 

Sec.  710.    Burden  on  selling  broker  that  principal  consented  to 
the  broker  purchasing  the  property. 

If  an  agent  employed  to  sell  property  buys  it  for  himself,  in 
an  action  for  compensation  the  burden  of  proving  that  the 
principal  had  knowledge  of  the  facts  and  consented  to  the  sale 
rests  on  the  agent.  Janson  v.  Williams,  36  Neb.  869,  55  N.  W. 
279,  20  L.  R.  A.  207 ;  Grant  v.  Hardy,  33  Wis.  668. 

Sec.  711.    Burden  on  broker  to  prove  authority  of  owner's 
agent  to  employ  him. 

If  the  contract  is  executed  by  the  owner's  agent,  in  order  to 
recover  commissions  the  broker  must  prove  the  agent's  author- 
ity to  make  it.    Stinde  v.  Scharff,  36  Mo.  App.  15. 

Sec.  712.    Broker  bears  the  burden  of  proving  his  employment. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  against  his  principal  for  compensa- 
tion, plaintiff  bears  the  burden  of  proving  by  a  preponderance 
of  the  evidence  that  he  was  employed  by  defendant  to  find  a 
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purchaser  and  that  he  found  a  responsible  one.  Hammond  v. 
Mitchell,  61  111.  App.  144 ;  Harrison  v.  Prestroski,  97  Iowa  166, 
66  N.  W.  93 ;  Chilton  v.  Btitler,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  150 ;  Schatzberg 
V.  Grosworth,  84  N.  Y.  S.  259 ;  Harrel  v.  Veath,  13  N.  Y.  St. 
738;  Summxi  v.  DeresJciatvicz  (Conn.  Sup.  '09),  74  A.  906;  Bal- 
lentine  v.  Mercer,  130  Mo.  App.  605,  109  S.  W.  1037 ;  Rice  v. 
Neuman,  115  N.  Y.  S.  83. 

Sec.  712a.  What  broker  must  show  to  recover  on  an  implied 
contract. 
A  real  estate  broker  seeking  to  recover  commissions  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  under  an  implied  contract, 
must  show  that  he  rendered  his  services  under  an  honest  belief, 
reasonably  indicated  by  the  owner's  conduct,  that  a  request  had 
been  made  of  him  by  the  owner  to  render  the  services,  or  under 
such  circumstances,  in  the  absence  of  a  request,  as  indicated 
that  he  expected  to  be  paid  therefor,  and  that  the  owner,  know- 
ing the  circumstances,  availed  himself  of  the  benefit  of  the 
services  rendered.  Stimma  v.  Dercskiawicz,  (Conn.  Sup.  '09), 
74  A.  906. 

Sec.  713.  Broker  who  claims  must  prove  exclusive  right  of 
sale. 
A  real  estate  broker  wlio  founds  his  right  of  action  for  com- 
missions on  the  owner's  agreement  to  give  him  the  sole  and 
exclusive  right  of  sale  of  the  property,  and  alleges  a  breach  of 
such  agreement  and  a  sale  effected  by  the  owner,  must  prove  that 
such  an  agreement  was  entered  into.  Wychoff  v.  Taylor,  13 
Daly  (N.  Y.)  564.    See  also  Sec.  13. 

Sec.  714.    Broker  must  prove  direct  employment,  ordinary 
agency  of  wife  for  husband  insufficient. 

To  sustain  an  action  for  commissions,  the  broker  must  show 
direct  employment  by  the  principal  or  a  direct  authority  for 
him  to  treat  with  the  agents  of  the  principal,  and  if  the  agency 
of  a  wife  for  her  husband  be  rfelied  upon,  special  authority  or 
ratification  must  be  shown.  Harper  v.  Ooodall,  10  Abb.  N. 
Cas.  (N.  Y.)  161,  62  How.  Pr.  288;  Harrell  v.  Vieth,  13  N.  Y. 
St.  738. 
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Sec.  715.    Burden  of  proof  on  defendant  claiming  contract 
signed  conditionally. 

Wliere  plaintiff,  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  for  real  estate,  proves  the  execution  of  the 
contract  of  purchase  which  defendant  claims  was  signed  condi- 
tionally, the  burden  of  proving  such  defense  is  on  the  defendant. 
Folinshce  v.  Sawyer,  36  N.  Y.  S.  405,  15  Misc.  293. 

Sec.  716.    Bnrden  is  on  plaintiff  to  show  performance  of  obtU 
gations  assumed. 

Plaintiff  bears  the  burden  of  proving  that  he  performed  his 
obligation  by  effecting  a  purchase,  procuring  a  responsible  pur- 
chaser or  making  an  enforceable  contract  of  sale  in  accordance 
with  his  instructions.  Hammond  v.  Mitchell,  61  111.  App.  144; 
Leahy  v.  Hair,  33  III.  App.  461 ;  Davis  v.  Oassette,  30  111.  App. 
41 ;  Pratt  V.  Hotchkiss,  10  111.  App.  603 ;  Peet  v.  Sherwood,  47 
Minn.  347,  50  N.  W.  241,  929 ;  Young  v.  Ruhwedel,  119  Mo.  App. 
231,  96  S.  W.  228;  Kirvin  v.  Barney,  57  N.  Y.  S.  812,  27  Misc. 
181 ;  Kirvin  v.  Barney,  61  N.  Y.  S.  122,  29  Misc.  614 ;  Cooper 
V.  Lawrence,  110  N.  Y.  S.  238 ;  Oeiger  v.  Reiser  (Colo.  Sup.  '10), 
107  P.  267;  Kalkstcin  v.  Jackson,  116  N.  Y.  S.  302. 

Sec.  717.    If  principal  refuses  customer  broker  must  prove  his 
ability  to  perform. 

If  the  principal  refuses  to  accept  the  customer  furnished  by 
the  broker,  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  the  broker  must 
prove  the  customer's  ability  to  complete  the  transaction.  Col- 
burn  V.  Seymour,  32  Colo.  430,  76  P.  1058;  Fay  v.  Ryan  (111. 
Sup.  '09),  88  N.  E.  974;  Dent  v.  Powell,  93  Iowa  711,  61  N.  W. 
1043 ;  Russell  v.  Hurd,  113  111.  App.  63 ;  Coleman  v.  Meade,  13 
Bush  (Ky.)  358;  Staehlin  v.  Kramer,  118  Mo.  App.  329,  94 
S.  W.  785 ;  Clark  v.  Wilson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  450,  91  S.  W. 
627.  Burden  on  defendant  to  prove  irresponsibility  of  the 
purchaser.    Cook  v.  Kronke,  4  Daly  (N.  Y.),  268. 

Sec.  718.    Purchaser  asking  specific  performance  must  show 
validity  of  broker's  authority. 

Where,  in  a  suit  to  set  aside  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
as  a  cloud  on  the  title,  the  purchaser  insisted  on  a  decree  for 
specific  performance,  and  the  broker  a  judgment  for  commis- 
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sions,  the  burden  of  showing  the  validity  of  the  broker's  au- 
thority to  make  the  sale  rested  on  the  purchaser  and  on  the 
broker.     Kilpatrick  v.  Wiley,  197  Mo.  123,  95  S.  W.  213. 

Sec.  719.    Burden  on  broker  to  prove  third  person  able  and 
willing  to  advance  cash  payment  to  purchaser. 

The  purchaser  was  unable  to  buy  the  land,  but  a  third  person 
agreed  to  furnish  the  money  necessary  to  make  the  cash  pay- 
ment; the  sale  was  not  made.  Held,  That  the  broker,  in  order 
to  recover  his  commissions,  must  prove,  not  only  that  the  pur- 
chaser was  ready  and  willing  to  buy,  but  that  the  third  person 
was  ready,  able  and  willing  to  advance  the  cash  payment.  Cl4irk 
V.  Wilson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  450,  91  S.  W.  627.  Also  that  pur- 
chaser has  cash  in  hand,  where  that  is  a  prescribed  condition. 
Waiters  v.  Dancey  (S.  Dak.  Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W.  430. 

Sec.  719a.    What  necessary  to  prove  before  contract  became 
binding. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  the  sale 
of  real  estate,  it  was  shown  that  defendant  contracted  with  a 
third  person  for  an  exchange  of  property,  ** subject  to  inspec- 
tion of  land  furnished  by  each  party,"  within  fifteen  days, 
otherwise  the  trade  should  be  considered  closed,  and  that  de- 
fendant refused  to  carry  the  contract  into  effect;  the  broker, 
in  order  to  recover,  must  show  a  failure  of  defendant  to  inspect 
the  land  of  the  third  person,  for  the  right  to  recover  would  not 
be  made  out  without  proof  that  the  contract  between  the  de- 
fendant and  the  third  person  became  binding  by  defendant's 
failure  to  inspect.    Stotts  v.  Miller,  128  Iowa,  633, 105  N.  W.  127. 

Sec.  720.    Burden  on  broker  who  claims  right  to  retain  com- 
missions out  of  purchase  money. 

Where  an  agent  claims  the  right  to  retain  commissions  out  of 
the  price  received  on  a  sale  of  land  of  his  principal,  the  burden 
of  proof  is  on  him  to  show  a  legal  right  to  retain  his  principal's 
money  as  commissions.    Knott  v.  Midkoff,  114  La.  234,  34  S.  153. 

Sec.  721.    Defendant  alleging  plaintilfs  were  to  get  wife  to 
join  in  contract  must  prove. 
Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  of 
defendant's  homestead,  their  answer  alleged  that  plaintiffs  were 
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to  procure  the  wife  to  join  in  the  contract,  and  tjiat  she  refused 
to  do  so,  the  burden  was  on  the  defendant  to  prove  such  fact. 
Marlin  v.  Sipprell,  93  Minn.  271,  101  N.  W.  169. 

Sec.  722.    Burden  on  broker  that  he  had  required  written  au- 
thority to  make  the  sale. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  selling 
land,  plaintiff  had  the  burden  of  showing  that  at  the  time  he 
made  the  sale,  he  had  the  written  authority  required  by  statute. 
Turner  v.  Lane,  93  N.  Y.  S.  1083,  47  Misc.  387. 

Sec.  723.    Burden  on  sub-agent  that  broker  had  authority  to 
employ  him. 

Where  negotiations  for  a  lease  are  with  a  broker  of  the 
owner  of  the  premises,  the  burden  is  on  the  sub-agent  claiming 
commissions  to  show  that  the  broker  had  authority  to  employ 
him,  as  a  broker  authorized  to  lease  premises  presumptively 
is  not  authorized  to  employ  a  sub-agent.  Southback  v.  Ireland, 
95  N.  Y.  S.  621,  100  App.  Div.  45.  Compare,  Madler  v.  Pogor- 
ski,  124  Wis.  477,  102  N.  W.  892. 

Sec.  724.    Burden  on  broker  to  show  payment  or  not  collected 
through  fault  of  owner. 

A  contract  of  agency  to  sell  land  provided  that  if  the  cash 
payment  of  any  sale  was  equal  to  $3.50  per  acre  the  broker 
should  receive  his  commissions  in  full,  but  if  less,  then  the 
broker  should  receive  only  one-half  of  his  commissions,  the  other 
half  to  be  paid  when  the  second  installment  was  collected  from 
the  purchaser.  Held,  in  an  action  to  recover  the  balance  of  com- 
missions on  land  sold,  that,  where  half  the  commissions  had 
been  received,  the  agent  must  show,  either  that  the  second  in- 
stallment had  been  paid  to  the  owner,  or  that  it  had  not  been 
collected  by  reason  of  the  owner's  fault.  Burnet  v.  Edling,  19 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775;  Larson  v.  Burroughs,  116 
N.  Y.  S.  358. 

Sec.  726.    Burden  on  broker  to  prove  agreement  to  sell  was 
made  and  the  customer  able  and  willing  to  perform. 

A  real  estate  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  land 
for  a  fixed  price,  or  any  other  price  below  that  consented  to  by 
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the  owner,  has  (the  burden  of  proving  that  he  produced  a  person 
with  whom  the  owner  reached  an  agreement  of  sale  or  exchange, 
and  that  such  person  was  able  and  willing  to  carry  out  such 
agreement,  in  order  to  recover  the  commissions  provided  for. 
Hunt  V.  Tuttle,  133  Iowa  647,  110  N.  W.  1026;  Blackledge  v. 
Davis,  129  Iowa,  591,  105  N.  W.  1000;  Waiters  v.  Dancey, 
(S.  D.  Sup.   '09),  122  N.  W.  430. 

Sec.  725a.  What  a  loan  broker  must  show  to  reoover  where 
loan  is  not  consummated. 
A  loan  broker,  where  the  loan  is  not  consummated,  must  at 
least  show  the  procurement  of  a  person  able  and  willing  to 
accept  it  upon  the  precise  terms  stipulated  by  his  principal. 
Strauss  v.  Eastern  Brewing  Co,,  118  N.  Y.  S.  806. 

Sec.  726.    On  accepted  contract  burden  of  proof  on  owner  to 
show  irresponsibility  of  buyer. 

Where  the  principal  accepts  the  purchaser  found  by  his 
broker,  without  questioning  his  ability  to  perform,  and  the 
sale  fails  of  consummation  by  the  purchaser's  own  fault  or 
failure  to  make  good  his  offer,  the  burden  is  on  the  principal 
in  order  to  defeat  the  broker's  right  to  compensation,  to  show 
the  purchaser's  want  of  ability.  Dodson  v.  MilUken,  27  App. 
(D.  C.)  500;  Phinizy  v.  B^ish,  129  Ga.  479,  59  S.  E.  259;  (In 
many  States  owner  bound  by  acceptance.)  Compare  Sees. 
694,  842. 

Sec.  727.    Brcker  must  prove  performance  within  a  reasonable 
time. 

A  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate 
under  a  contract  which  does  not  specify  the  time  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract  must,  m  an  action  for  his  commissions, 
prove  that  he  performed  it  within  a  reasonable  time.  Harris 
V.  Moore,  134  Iowa  704,  112  N.  W.  163;  Hurst  v.  Williams,  31 
Ky.  L.  R.  658,  102  S.  W.  1176.  On  acceptance  immaterial, 
Moore  v.  Boehm,  91  N.  Y.  S.  125,  45  Misc.  622. 

Sec.  728.    Burden  of  proof  on  defendant  when  he  alleges  plain- 
tifT  was  agent  of  tenant. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procur- 
ing a  tenant  for  defendant,  the  defense  was  that  the  broker  was 
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the  agent  of  the  tenant  procured,  the  burden  of  proof  was 
on  defendant  to  show  the  existence  of  such  agency.  Ballentine 
V.  Mercer,  130  Mo.  App.  605,  109  S.  W.  1037. 

Sec.  728a.  Vendee  sxdng  to  recover  money  paid  vendor's  a^rent 
on  nlianthorized  contract  has  bnrden  of  proving  vendor's 
ratification. 

A  vendee  suing  the  land  owner  to  recover  money  paid  his 
agent  on  an  unauthorized  contract  of  sale  made  by  the  latter, 
has  the  burden  of  proving  ratification  by  the  land  owner.  Ed- 
wards V.  Davidson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '04),  79  S.  W.  48. 

Sec.  728b.  Bnrden  of  proof  as  to  double  payment  of  commis- 
sions. 

Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  an  alleged  double  payment 
of  a  real  estate  agent  ^s  commissions,  defendants  claimed  that  the 
second  payment  was  for  other  services,  and  that  the  receipt 
executed  therefor  had  been  given  to  plaintiff's  agent,  who  had 
knowledge  of  the  previous  payment  of  the  commissions,  an 
admission  of  such  prior  payment,  and  the  execution  of  such 
receipt  did  not  shift  the  burden  of  proof  to  the  defendants  to 
show  that  the  second  pajrment  was  not  for  services  previously 
paid  for.    Phdps  v.  Miller  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '04),  83  S.  W.  218. 

Sec.  728c.  Bnrden  on  broker  to  show  defect  in  owner's  title 
which  defeated  sale. 
Where  a  broker  procured  one  who  was  willing  to  purchase 
the  land  of  his  principal  but  for  a  defect  in  the  title,  in  an 
action  to  recover  his  commissions,  the  burden  is  on  the  broker 
to  show  that  such  defect  existed,  no  binding  contract  of  purchase 
having  been  made.  Brackenridge  v.  Claridge,  91  Tex.  527,  44 
S.  W.  819. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

EVIDENCE— ADMISSIBLE. 

Sec.  729.    Oral  agreement,  where  correspondence  does  not 
cover  compensation. 

Where  the  correspondence  by  which  plaintiffs  were  employed 
to  sell  land  does  not  cover  the  question  of  compensation,  a 
former  oral  agreement  as  to  compensation  to  be  charged  may 
be  shown,  but  where  the  contract  by  correspondence  refers  to 
a  sale  of  lots  at  specified  prices  and  terms,  evidence  of  a  former 
oral  agreement  that  the  sale  should  be  made  subject  tc  defend- 
ant's approval,  and  that  the  deed  should  contain  certain  condi- 
tions, is  inadmissible.    Sayre  v.  Wilson,  86  Ala.  151,  5  S.  157. 

Sec.  729a.    Contract  of  employment  admissible  to  prove  value 
of  services  rendered  by  broker. 

Wliere  a  broker  introduces  a  prospective  purchaser  to  the 
seller,  and  the  latter  undertakes  to  conduct  the  negotiations  and 
finally  sells  the  property  for  less  tlian  the  terms  named  in  the 
contract  of  employment,  the  original  contract  is  admissible,  in 
an  action  by  the  broker,  as  a  basis  for  the  ascertainment  of 
reasonable  compensation.  Smith  v.  Sharp  (Ala.  Sup.  '09),  50 
S.  381. 

Sec.  730.    Writing  reciting  payment  of  consideration  as  tend- 
ing to  prove  broker's  services. 

A  written  agreement  entered  into  by  plaintiffs'  customer  for 
the  purchase  of  property  and  reciting  the  payment  of  part  of 
the  stipulated  price  to  plaintiffs,  is  admissible  as  tending  to 
show  that  plaintiffs  rendered  services  in  effecting  a  sale  of  the 
property.  Fothschild  v.  Burritt,  47  Minn.  28,  49  N.  W.  393; 
Tebo  v.  Mitchell,  5  Pennewill  (Del.),  356,  63  A.  327. 
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Sec.  731.    Deed  of  principal  to  show  ratification  of  broker's 
contract. 

A  deed  executed  by  the  principal  to  the  purchaser  after  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  is  admissible  to  show  the  principal's 
ratification  of  the  broker's  contract.  Gelott  v.  Ridge,  117  Mo. 
553,  23  S.  W.  R82. 

Sec.  732.    Written  contract  of  sale  to  show  sale  was  made. 

The  written  contract  of  sale  executed  by  plaintiffs  as  de- 
fendant's agents  is  admissible  to  show  that  the  sale  was  made, 
although  the  agents  had  no  written  authority  to  make  it,  and 
it  was  afterwards  repudiated  by  the  defendant.  Monrofi  v. 
Snow,  131  HI.  126,  23  N.  "R.  401 :  Johnson  v.  Buchanan  (Tex. 
CiV.  App.  '09\  llfi  S.  W.  875;  Oro/^sp  v.  CooUy,  43  Minn.  188, 
45  N.  W.  15;  Cutter  v.  Pearsoll  146  Cal.  690,  81  P.  25;  Snyder 
V.  Fidler,  125  Iowa,  378, 101  N.  W.  150.  . 

Sec.  733.    Newspaper  advertisement  to  show  efforts  of  brokers 
to  sell  tbe  property. 

A  newspaper  advertisement  published  by  plaintiffs  is  admis- 
sible as  showing  what  they  did  in  performance  of  their  duty 
under  the  contract  to  sell  the  property.  Decher  v.  Widdiromh, 
137  Mich.  331,  100  N.  W.  573. 


Sec.  733a.    Broker  may  testify  he  advertised  lands  in  news- 
paper. 

A  real  estate  broker  suing  fcr  commissions  may  testify  that 
he  advertised  the  land  in  a  certain  newspaper,  no  effort  beinc: 
made  to  prove  in  this  manner  the  terms  or  contents  of  the  ad- 
vertisement. Tarhorough  v.  Creager  TTex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  77 
S.  W.  645. 

Sec.  734.    Memoranda  made  by  the  parties. 

A  memorandum  signed  by  the  parties  to  proposed  sale  is 
admissible  in  evidence.  Folinshee  v.  Sawyer,  28  N.  Y.  S.  698, 
8  Misc.  370. 

Sec.  734a.    Contract  and  release  admissible  in  evidence. 

In  an  action  for  broker  *s  commissions  for  procuring  a  tenant 
for  premises,  wherein  defendant  claimed  plaintiff  agreed  to 
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forego  the  paTment  of  his  commissions  until  payment  of  the 
rent  by  the  tenant,  the  complaint,  in  an  action  by  defendant 
against  the  tenant  for  specific  performance  of  the  contract  pro- 
cured by  plaintiff,  and  the  release  subsequently  executed  to 
the  tenant  are  admissible,  not  on]y  as  an  admission  of  the  con- 
tract, but  to  show  that  there  was  an  agreement  by  plaintiff  to 
postpone  payment  of  commissions;  defendant  had  voluntarily 
put  it  out  of  his  power  to  collect  such  rent.  Benedict  v.  Pincus, 
119  N.  Y.  S.  266. 

Sec.  736.    GonverBations,  when  pertinent  to  the  iBsnes. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  real  estate,  evidence 
of  negotiations  between  plaintiff  and  the  customer  afterward 
communicated  to  defendant  is  admissible.  Luhn  v.  Fortran 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  115  S.  W.  667;  Huff  v.  Cole,  127  Mich. 
351,  86  N.  W.  835;  Kurinsky  v.  Lynch  (Mass.  W),  87  N.  E. 
70;  Benedict  v.  Dakin  (111.  Sup.  '09),  90  N.  E.  712;  Leonard 
V.  Roberts,  20  Colo.  88,  36  P.  880 ;  White  v.  Collins,  90  Minn. 
165,  95  N.  W.  765 ;  Woolley  v.  Lowenstein,  31  N.  Y.  S.  570,  83 
Hun,  155;  Brumfield  v.  Potter,  etc.,  Mfg.  Co.,  23  N.  Y.  S.  1025, 
4  M.  194;  Richardson  v.  Bahcock,  119^  Wis.  141,  96  N.  W.  554; 
McDonald  v.  Smith,  99  Minn.,  42,  108  N.  W.  291 ;  Fortran  v. 
Stevens,  113  S.  W.  312  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08). 

Sec.  736.    GonversationB  after  the  sale  are  not  admissible. 

Conversations  between  a  broker  and  the  purchaser  after  the 
sale  are  inadmissible.  McDonald  v.  Ortman,  98  Mich.  40,  56 
N.  W.  1055;  also,  betwen  plaintiff  and  proposed  purchaser,  in 
the  absence  of  defendant.  Rutherford  v.  Selover,  87  Minn.  495, 
92  N.  W.  413.  Ijikewise,  between  buyer  and  seller  before  and 
after  the  execution  of  the  contract  of  sale,  it  affects  the  broker. 
Veazie  v.  Parker,  72  lite.  443. 

Sec.  737.  Letter  of  broker  to  purchaser's  agent  to  prove  efforts 
to  make  a  sale. 
In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  from  the  seller  of  real 
estate,  commission  for  procuring  a  purchaser,  the  question  was 
whether  a  letter  written  by  the  broker  to  the  purchaser's  agent 
was  admissible  to  prove  his  efforts  to  make  a  sale;  and  com- 
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petent  as  part  of  the  res  gestae  to  show  what  the  broker  did 
under  his  employment  towards  procuring  a  purchaser,  and  was 
not  rendered  incompetent  because  it  incidentally  corroborated 
the  testimony  of  the  broker  as  to  the  date  of  the  interview 
between  him  and  the  defendant.  Carroll  v.  Pettit,  22  N.  Y.  S. 
250,  67  Hun,  418 ;  Stietvel  v.  Lally,  89  Ark.  195,  115  S.  W.  1134. 


Sec.  737a.  Evidence  admiflsible  ihowing  communication  to 
another  agent  of  plaintiif' s  employment  by  the  seller. 
In  an  action  for  commissions  claimed  to  have  been  earned 
by  purchasing  land  for  defendant,  where  defendant  claimed 
that  plaintiff  received  a  commission  from  the  seller  of  the  tract 
in  violation  of  his  relations  as  agent,  which  commission  plaintiff 
claimed  was  received  for  defendant's  benefit  and  by  his  au- 
thority, evidence  was  admissible  of  the  employment  and  the 
extent  of  the  authority  of  another  employed  by  defendant  to 
assist  the  plaintiff  in  securing  the  option,  who,  by  plaintiff's 
direction,  communicated  to  defendant  the  proposed  terms  for 
the  purchase  of  the  tract  in  question,  but  the  compensation  he 
was  to  receive  from  defendant  was  immaterial.  Mahon  v.  Ran- 
kin (Ore.  Sup.  '09.),  102  P.  608. 

Sec.  738.    Gorreiipondence  to  establish  agency. 

On  the  issue  as  to  whether  a  loan  broker  was  the  agent  of 
defendant  in  negotiating  a  loan  for  him,  or  the  agent  of  the 
plaintiff  company  which  made  the  loan,  correspondence  between 
the  broker  and  the  plaintiff's  manager  relative  to  defendant's 
loan  and  a  requested  extension  thereof,  and  concerning  other 
loans  made  by  plaintiff  through  the  broker,  is  admissible  in 
evidence,  and  the  question  is  for  the  jury.  Jesson  v.  Texas 
Land  &  Loan  Co,,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  25,  21  S.  W.  624 ;  Wefel  v. 
Siillman  (151  Ala.  249),  44  S.  203;  Wallick  v.  Lynch  (Iowa,  '06), 
106  N.  W.  617 ;  Veale  v.  Greeney  105  Mo.  App.  182,  79  S.  W.  731. 

Sec.  739.    Evidence  to  show  plaintiff's  employment  by  defend- 
ant's agent. 

In  an  action  for  services  rendered  by  plaintiff  in  purchasing 
property  for  defendant,  testimony  that  defendant's  agent  solic- 
ited witness  to  go  to  plaintiff  and  induced  plaintiff  to  negotiate 
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for  the  purchase  of  the  property,  and  that  witness  accordingly 
went  to  plaintiff  and  represented  to  him  that  defendant's  a«:ont 
was  authorized  to  employ  him  on  defendant's  behalf,  was 
admissible  to  show  plaintiff's  employment  by  defendant's  agent. 
St.  L.  S.  W.  H.  Co.  of  Texas  v.  Irvine  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '05),  89 
S.  W.  428 

« 

Sec.  740.    Any  competent  evidence  to  prove  or  to  disprove 
plaintiff's  employment. 

Where  defendant  denies  that  he  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a 
commission  for  selling  his  property  at  a  certain  price  as  claimed 
by  plaintiff,  evidence  of  one  to  wliom  defendant  had  given  an 
option  prior  to  the  alleged  agreement  that  he  was  able  and 
willing  to  pay  said  price  without  any  deductions  therefrom,  was 
competent  to  disprove  the  contract.  Dexter  v.  Collins,  21  Colo. 
455,  42  P.  664;  Border  v.  Isherwood,  120  Iowa,  677,  94  N.  W. 
1128;  McDermott  v.  Mahoney,  119  Iowa,  470,  115  N.  W.  32,  130 
Iowa,  200;  Leivis  v.  Stismilch,  130  Iowa,  203,  106  N.  W.  624; 
Jennings  v.  Rooney,  183  Mass.  577,  67  N.  E.  665;  Child^  v. 
Ptomey,  17  Mont.  502,  43  P.  714;  Jackson  v.  Higgins,  70  N. 
H.  637,  49  A.  574;  Miller  v.  Irish,  3  Hun  (N.  Y.),  352,  67  Barb. 
256,  5  Thomps.  &  C.  707,  affirmed  63  N.  Y.  652;  Hodgkins  v. 
Mead,  8  N.  Y.  S.  854;  Dayton  v.  Ryerson,  13  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  281 ;  Bcrtelson  v.  Hoffmnn,  35  Wash.  459,  77  P.  801 ;  Going 
V.  Cook,  1  Wash,  224,  23  P.  412;  Indiana  Fruit  Co.  v.  Sandlin, 
125  Ga.  222,  54  S.  E.  65;  Harvey  v.  Lindsay,  117  Mich.  267, 
75  N.  W.  627. 

Sec.  740a.    Evidence  admissible  to  show  transaction  occurred 
within  the  period  alleged  by  plaintiff. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  a  sale  of  land,  it  was  not 
error  to  admit  evidence  as  to  the  authorization  that  it  dated 
prior  to  December  8,  1905,  where  the  amended  complaint  sets 
out  that  in  June,  1904,  plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendants 
to  procure  purchasers  for  the  land,  and  that  such  work  was 
continued  until  April,  1906,  when  the  lands  were  sold,  for  the 
evidence  objected  to  goes  to  prove  the  transaction  between  June, 
1904,  and  December  8,  1905.  Ross  v.  Carr  (N.  M.  Sup.  W.), 
103  P.  307. 
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Sec.  740b.    Real  contract  admiBsible  to  show  difference  firom 
that  sued  on. 

The  real  contract  is  admissible  in  evidence  to  show  difference 
from  that  sued  on.  Tracey  Land  Co,  v.  Land  etc.  Co.,  131  Iowa 
40,  107  N.  W.  1029. 

Sec.  741.    Evidence  to  prove  defendant's  agent  had  authority 
to  employ  a  broker. 

Where  plaintiff  claims  to  have  been  employed  as  broker  by 
the  husband  as  agent  of  defendant,  any  competent  evidence  is 
admissible  which  tends  to  show  that  the  husband  had  authority 
to  employ  a  broker  on  behalf  of  his  wife.  Eichberg  v.  Ware,  92 
Ga.  508,  17  S.  B.  770;  Hall  v.  Grace,  179  Mass.  400,  60  N. 
E.  932;  Darling  v.  Howe,  14  N.  Y.  S.  561,  60  Hun,  578. 

Sec.  742.    Evidence  as  to  the  value  of  property,  on  issue  as  to 
good  faith  of  broker  in  accepting  emplojrment. 

In  an  action  against  their  principal  for  damages  for  the  loss 
of  commissions  caused  by  the  refusal  to  accept  the  deed  and 
carry  out  the  contract  where  the  defense  was  want  of  mental 
capacity  to  contract,  evidence  of  the  actual  value  of  the  prop- 
erty is  competent  only  when  offered  to  show  that  the  price 
offered  was  so  exorbitant  as  to  be  inconsistent  with  good  faith 
on  the  part  of  the  broker  in  undertaking  to  contract  for  the 
purchase  at  the  price  authcTized.  Cavender  v.  Waddingham, 
5  Mo.  App.  457. 

Sec.  743.    Evidence  to  prove  or  to  disprove  plaintiff  the  pro- 
cnring  cause  of  the  transaction. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation,  the  defense  being 
a  general  denial,  any  competent  evidence  is  admissible  in  behalf 
of  plaintiff  or  defendant  which  tends  to  prove  or  to  disprove  that 
plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  transaction  into  which 
the  defendant  and  the  customer  entered ;  if  any  act  of  the  broker 
in  pursuance  of  his  authority  to  find  a  purchaser  is  the  initiatory 
step  that  leads  to  the  sale  consummated,  the  owner  must 
pay  the  commisf?ion.  Hoadley  v.  Banbury  Sav.  Bk.,  71  Conn. 
599.  42  A.  667,  44  li.  R.  A.  321 ;  Doonan  v.  Ives,  73  Ga.  295 ; 
SmUey  v.  Bradley,  18  Colo,  App.  191,  70  P.  696 ;  Adams  v.  Mc- 


474  AMERICAN  LAW  REAL  ESTATE  AGENGT. 

Laughlin,  159  Ind.  23,  64  N.  E.  462 ;  Htmn  v.  Ashtan,  121  Iowa, 
265,  96  N.  W.  745;  Sawyer  v.  Bowman,  91  Iowa,  717,  59  N. 
W.  27;  Newton  v.  Ritchie,  75  Iowa,  91,  39  N.  W.  209;  Creager 
V.  Johnson,  114  Iowa,  249,  86  N.  W.  275;  Brooks  v.  Leathers, 
112  Mich,  463,  70  N.  W.  1099 ;  Kerr  v.  Cusenbury,  69  Mo.  App. 
221;  Willard  v.  Wright  (Mass.  Sup.  '09),  89  N.  E.  559;  Childs 
V.  Ptomey,  17  Mont.  502,  43  P.  714;  Waters  v.  Bafalsky,  119 
N.  Y.  S.  271;  Lockhart  v.  ^atnZi?!,  190  N.  Y.  132,  82  N.  E.  1094; 
Doran  v.  Bussard,  45  N.  Y.  S.  387,  18  App.  Div.  36 ;  Goldsmith 
V.  Cook,  14  N.  Y.  S.  878,  Rev.  13  N.  Y.  S.  578 ;  Bowser  v.  Field 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '91),  17  S.  W.  45;  Larsen  v.  Thoma  (Iowa  Sup. 
'09),  121  N.  W.  1059. 

Sec.  743a.    Proper  to  show  purchaser's  state  of  mind  regard- 
ing the  purchase. 

In  determining  the  question  which  one  of  two  brokers  effected 
a  sale,  it  is  proper  to  show  by  the  purchaser  his  state  of  mind 
regarding  the  purchase  after  he  had  left  the  broker  claiming 
the  commission.    McGnire  v.  Carlson,  61  111.  App.  295. 

Sec.  744.    Evidence  to  prove  or  to  disprove  customer's  ability, 
readiness  and  willingness  to  buy. 

Where  the  owner  of  land  refused  to  complete  a  sale  to  a  pur- 
chaser introduced  by  a  broker,  evidence  of  the  prospective  pur- 
chaser in  an  action  by  the  broker  for  commissions  that  at  the 
time  he  was  introduced  to  the  land  owner  he  was  ready  and 
willing  to  buy  the  land  on  the  terms  mentioned  in  the  contract, 
and  so  stated  to  the  owner,  was  admissible.  McDermott  v.  Ma- 
honey,  119  Iowa  470,  affirmed  115  N.  W.  32,  139  Iowa  292; 
Walsh  v.  Gay,  63  N.  Y.  S.  543;  49  App.  Div.  50;  Kirchner  v. 
Beichardt,  27  Misc.  530,  58  N.  Y.  S.  314;  Joffe  v.  Nagel,  114 
N.  Y.  S.  905. 

Sec.  745.    If  the  contract  omits  compensation  evidence  of  the 
reasonable  value  of  broker's  services. 

In  an  action  for  sen^ices  rendered  by  real  estate  brokers  in 
procuring  a  purchaser  for  defendant's  land,  where  there  were 
no  written  pleadings  in  the  trial  court  and  no  testimony  of 
any  definite  contract,  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  service  based 
on  the  price  for  which  the  land  sold  was  properly  admitted  and 
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a  judgment  entered  upon  that  basis  was  proper.  Brand  v. 
Merntt,  15  Colo.  286,  25  P.  175;  Geiger  v.  Riser  (Colo.  Sup. 
'10),  107  P.  267;  Glover  v.  Henderson,  120  Mo.  367,  25  S. 
W.  175;  Bickart  v.  Hoffman,  19  N.  Y.  S.  472;  Carruthers  v. 
Towne.  86  Iowa  318,  53  N.  W.  240 :  Knight  v.  Knight,  142  111. 
App.  62;  Weil  v.  Schwartz  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W)\  120  S.  W. 
1039;  Fleming  v.  Wells,  (Colo.  Sup.  '09),  101  P.  66. 

Sec.  746.    Evidence  to  prove  or  to  disprove  existence  of  custom. 

Where  a  principal  claimed  that  its  broker  had  been  notified 
of  its  custom  to  give  only  quit-claim  deeds  to  purchasers  of 
its  real  estate,  evidence  to  show  that  after  its  refusal  to  give 
a  deed  with  warranty,  it  offered  to  give  such  a  deed  if  an 
increased  price  was  paid,  was  admissible  to  show  that  no  such 
custom  existed.  Beach  v.  Traveler's  Ins.  Co.,  73  Conn.  118, 
46  A.  867. 

Sec.  747.    Evidence  of  option  holder  to  disprove  agency. 

Where  defendant  denied  that  he  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  a 
commission  for  selling  his  property  at  a  certain  price,  as  claimed 
by  plaintiff,  evidence  of  one  to  whom  defendant  had  given  an 
option  price  to  the  alleged  agreement,  that  he  was  able  and 
willing  to  pay  such  price,  without  any  deduction  therefrom, 
was  competent  to  disprove  the  agency.  Dexter  v.  Collins,  21 
Colo.  455,  42  P.  664. 

Sec.  748.    Entry  in  book  of  price  agreed  on,  made  in  defend- 
ant's  presence. 

In  an  action  by  real  estate  brokers  for  commissions  on  a  sale, 
where  the  question  in  dispute  is  whether  plaintiffs  had  authority 
to  sell  at  the  price  named,  an  ertry  in  plaintiff's  books  of  the 
price  agreed  on,  made  by  them  in  defendant's  presence  and  at 
the  time  of  their  conversation  with  him,  is  admissible  in  evi- 
dence, though  written  in  cipher.  Monroe  v.  Snow,  131  111. 
126,  23  N.  W.  401. 

Sec.  749.    Oral  evidence  to  show  that  written  agreement  was 
obtained  by  fraud. 

The  rule  of  law  forbidding  the  admission  of  evidence  of  an 
oral  agreement  made  prior  to  or  contemporaneously  with  the 
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written  agreement  in  question,  does  not  preclude  the  admission 
of  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  written  agreement  was 
fraudulently  obtained,  or  that  it  resulted  from  accident  or 
mutual  mistake.    Culp  v.  Powell,  68  Mo.  App.  238 

Sec.  749a.    Parol  evidence  admissible  to  rebut  that  of  plain- 
tiff. 

In  an  action  for  a  real  estate  broker's  commissions,  parol  evi- 
dence that  the  written  agreement  of  prospective  purchasers 
with  the  owner  was  not  finally  binding,  and  that  after  it  was 
revoked,  plaintiff  sought  to  procure  new  purchasers,  is  admis- 
sible on  behalf  of  such  owner  to  rebut  the  effect  of  such  agree- 
ment in  evidence. "  Folinsbee  v.  Sawyer,  157  N.  Y.  196,  51  N. 
E.  994. 

Sec.  760..  Evidence  of  length  of  time  land  for  sale  by  broker, 
to  show  knowledge  by  purchaser. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for 
land  where  the  land  was  purchased  by  one  claiming  to  buy 
on  his  own  initiative,  evidence  that  the  land  had  been  listed 
two  months  before  the  transaction  in  issue,  and  the  purchaser 
informed  of  the  land  being  for  sale  from  that  source,  was  ad- 
missible as  tending  to  explain  how  the  purchaser  ascertained 
that  the  land  was  for  sale  and  came  to  negotiate  with  defend- 
ant for  its  purchase.    Ryan  v.  Page,  134  Iowa  60,  111  N.  W.  405. 

Sec.  751.    Contract  between  plaintiff  and  third  person  to  show 
he  desired  to  purchase. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  of  defendant's 
land,  a  contract  entered  into  between  plaintiff  and  a  third  per- 
son setting  forth  the  terms  of  the  purchase,  was  admissible  to 
show  that  such  third  person  was  willing  to  purchase  the  prop- 
erty, though  plaintiff  had  no  authority  to  enter  into  a  contract 
which  was  binding  on  defendant.  Kepner  v.  Ford  (N.  Dak.  '07), 
111  N.  W.  619 ;  Clark  v.  Wilson,  41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  450,  91 
S.  W.  627. 

Sec.  752.    Evidence  concerning  purchaser's  securing  funds  to 
buy,  on  issue  as  to  ability. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  evidence  concern- 
ing arrangements  made  by  the  purchaser's  broker  for   funds 
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with  which  to  complete  the  purchase,  and  the  financial  ability 
of  the  concern  from  which  the  funds  were  to  be  secured,  was 
admissible.  Leuschner  v.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  103 
S.  W.  664. 

Sec.  752a.    Evidence  admissible  on  issue  whether  broker  was 
a  joint  purchaser. 

In  a  broker's  action  for  commissions,  evidence  that  to  en- 
able the  purchasers  to  make  the  cash  payment  required  plain- 
tiff agreed  to  loan  them  the  amount  of  the  commissions  claimed 
by  him,  was  admissible  on  the  issue  whether  plaintiff  was  a 
joint  purchaser.  Smith  v.  Fears  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W. 
433. 

Sec.  753.    As  to  what  occurred  between  plaihtiff  and  another 
as  to  drawing  deed  to  purchaser. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  evidence  as  to  what 
occurred  between  plaintiff  and  another  with  reference  to  draw- 
ing the  deed  to  the  purchaser  plaintiff  claimed  to  have  secured 
was  admissible.  Leuschner  v.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  103  S. 
W.  664. 

Sec.  754.    Evidence  of  value  of  lands  as  bearing  on  value  of 
plaintiff's  services. 

Where  plaintiff  sued  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  services  in 
obtaining  options  to  purchase  coal  lands  for  defendant,  evi- 
dence as  to  the  value  of  the  lands  was  admissible  as  bearing 
on  the  value  of  plaintiff's  services.  Denk  Bros.,  C.  &  C.  Co, 
V.  Stroetter,  229  111.  134,  82  N.  E.  250;  Huff  v.  Hardwick, 
19  Colo.  App.  416,  75  P.  593. 

Sec.  755.    Declarations  of  defendant's  agents  as  part  of  the 
res  gestae. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  declarations  of  de- 
fendant's agents  as  to  the  broker's  commissions,  made  at  the 
time  they  were  negotiating  and  closing  the  deal  with  the  pur- 
chaser found  by  the  broker,  are  admissible  as  part  of  the  res 
gestae.  Fritz  v.  Chicago  Orain  &  Ele.  Co,,  136  Iowa,  699,  114 
N.  W.  193.  Tuffree  v.  Binford,  130  Iowa,  532,  107  N.  W.  425; 
Joffe  V.  Nagel,  114  N.  Y.  S.  905;  IVIechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  715. 
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Sec.  766.    Where  terms  of  sale  were  not  given,  evidence  of 
purchaser's  refusal  to  accept. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions 
for  procuring  a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  it  appears  that  the 
terms  of  sale  were  not  given  by  defendant  at  the  time  the 
broker  was  employed,  evidence  of  occurrences  at  the  meeting 
of  the  parties  resulting  in  the  purchaser's  refusing  to  accept 
the  contract  proposed  was  admissible,  whether  defendant  had 
an  option  on  the  property  or  had  merely  authority  to  sell  it. 
Behrman  v.  Marcus,  107  N.  Y.  S.  12.  Also  where  terms  were 
not  expressed  in  written  agreement,  parol  evidence  to  estab- 
lish same.    Casey  v.  Richards  (Cal.  App.  '09),  101  P.  36. 

Sec.  757.    Evidei^ce  as  to  custom  of  agents  to  look  after  vacant 
property. 

The  testimony  of  real  estate  agents  in  St.  Louis  that  it  is 
a  custom  or  usage  of  real  estate  agents  having  in  charge  prop- 
erty for  the  collection  of  rents  to  look  after  the  property  while 
vacant,  is  admissible  to  explain  the  intended  scope  of  the 
agency.     Camerwi  v.  McNair,  76  Mo.  App.  366. 

Sec.  758.    Deed  and  receipt  as  tending  to  show  defendant 
could  have  obtained  the  property. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  for  negotiating  a 
purchase  which  defendant  refused  to  consummate,  a  deed  and 
receipt  purporting  to  have  been  signed  and  acknowledged  by 
the  owner,  and  proof  of  a  tender,  were  admissible,  with  other 
proof,  as  tending  to  show  that  defendant  could  have  obtained 
the  property  at  his  offer  had  he  desired  to  do  so,  where  no 
objection  was  raised  as  to  their  form  or  genuineness.  Hanna 
V.  Espalla,  148  Ala.  313,  42  S.  443. 

Sec.  758a.    Evidence  admissible  to  show  defendant  refused  to 
execute  deeds  to  buyers  procured  by  broker. 

Evidence  that  the  agents  of  the  owner  of  lands,  with  the 
approval  of  the  owner,  sold  a  part  of  them  which  had  been 
intrusted  to  plaintiffs  for  sale,  to  persons  who  were  found  by 
plaintiffs,  and  induced  by  them  to  come  on  the  lands  with  the 
purpose  of  purchasing,  is  admissible  in  an  action  against  the 
owner  for  a  breach  of  his  contract  in  refusing:  to  execute  deeds 
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to  buyers  found  by  plaintiffs.    Burnett  v.  Edling,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775. 

Sec.  759.    Evidence  of  person  who  purchased  claim  that  de- 
fendant had  no  part  in  the  transaction. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  by  a  person  engaged  to  secure 
title  to  certain  mining  properties,  where  defendant's  answer 
averred  that  he  had  taken  no  part  in  the  transaction  involving 
their  subsequent  purchase  by  another  person,  and  plaintiff  had 
testified  that  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  commissions  had  the 
person  obtaining  the  purchase  dealt  with  persons  other  than 
defendant,  evidence  of  the  person  who  purchased  the  claims 
that  defendant  had  no  part  in  the  transaction,  was  admissible. 
Bailey  v.  Carlton,  43  Colo.  4,  95  P.  542. 

Sec.  760.    Evidence  tending  .to  show  defendants  held  them- 
selves out  as  partners. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  wherein 
one  defendant  filed  a  separate  plea  denying  that  he  was  justly 
liable  with  his  co-defendant,  evidence  was  admissible  by  the 
broker  as  to  various  trips  made  by  him  with  his  co-defendant 
around  the  country  for  the  purpose  of  selling  lands,  and  the 
action  of  the  defendant  denjing  joint  liability  therewith,  as 
was  also  evidence  by  another  of  a  purchase  by  him  of  land 
from  defendants  jointly,  as  tending  to  show  the  relation  of 
defendants  and  that  they  held  themselves  out  as  partners.  Mc- 
Cann  v.  Meyer,  232  111.  507,  83  N.  E.  1042. 

Sec.  761.    Prices  at  which  similar  lands  were  selling:  as  evi- 
dence of  good  faith. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  commissions,  evidence 
of  the  prices  at  which  neighboring  lands  of  the  same  kind 
were  selling  at  the  time  the  sale  was  made  is  admissible  to 
show  that  a  good  price  was  realized,  thereby  tending  to  prove 
faithfulness  and  efficient  service.  Anderson  v.  Lewis  64  W. 
Va.  297,  61  S.  E.  160. 

Sec.  761a.    Competent  to  show  intentions  of  parties  by  subse- 
quent dealings. 

In  an  action  by  an  agent  against  the  principal  for  a  com- 
mission on  a  real  estate  deal,  it  is  competent  to  show  the  real 
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intentions  of  the  parties  a»  to  carrying  out  the  contract  by 
their  subsequent  dealings  in  pursuance  thereof.  Gibson  v.  Huvi 
(Iowa.  Sup.  '03),  94  N.  W.  277. 

Sec.  761b.    Evidence  admissible  on  question  whether  broker 
had  abandoned  the  contract. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  plaintiff  for  commissions  on  a  sale 
of  defendant's  property,  defendant  alleged  an  abandonment 
of  the  contract,  statements  of  plaintiff  that  he  continued  his 
efforts  to  dispose  of  the  property  were  competent  on  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  he  had  abandoned  the  contract.  Clements  v. 
Stapleton,  136  Iowa,  137,  113  N.  W.  546. 

Sec.  761(r.    Broker's  contract  admissible  in  evidence. 

Where  the  assignee  of  certain  real  estate  brokers  sued  in 
assumpsit  to  recover  compensation  for  a  broker's  services  ren- 
dered under  a  written  contract  with  defendant,  which  defend- 
ant had  cancelled  before  the  termination  of  the  contract  term, 
the  contract  was  admissible  in  evidence.  Breen  v.  Roy  (CaL 
App.  '08),  97  P.  i70. 


CHAPTER  X. 

EVIDENCE— INADMISSIBLE. 

Sec.  762.    On  bill  for  specific  performancei  that  land  in  one 
year  doubled  in  value. 

On  a  bill  for  specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  convey, 
in  which  the  defense  is,  that  the  broker  who  made  the  sale 
did  so  without  authority  of  defendant,  evidence  that  the  land 
in  one  year  doubled  in  value  is  inadmissible.  Wilkinson  v. 
Churchill,  114  Mass.  184;  Ooin  v.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140  71  N. 
W.  218. 

Sec.  763.    Agent's  private  record  book  to  prove  authority  to 
sell  land. 

The  private  record  book  of  a  real  estate  agent  is  not  com- 
petent to  prove,  in  an  action  for  commissions,  that  authority 
had  been  given  to  him  by  the  owner  of  the  land  to  sell  the 
same.  Boyd  v.  Jennings,  46  111.  App.  290.  Compare  Monroe 
V.  Snow,  131  111.  126,  23  N.  E.  401. 

Sec.  764.    Evidence  to  prove  custom  among  brokers  in  ex- 
changes to  charge  each  party. 

An  offer  to  prove  a  general  custom  among  brokers  acting 
for  both  parties  to  an  exchange  of  lands  to  charge  commissions 
to  each,  held  properly  refused,  for  the  reason  that  it  appeared 
that  the  broker  was  the  agent  of  one  of  the  parties,  and  could 
not,  therefore,  legally  demand  compensation  from  the  other. 
Dartt  V.  Somnesym,  86  Minn.  55,  90  N.  W.  115. 

Sec.  766.    Evidence  of  an  ofTer  of  compromise. 

Evidence  that  the  owner  refused  to  pay  the  broker,  but  of- 
fered as  a  compromise,  to  pay  a  fixed  amount  and  to  give  an- 
other specified  amount  to  a  church,  is  inadmissible,  under  the 
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rule  that  prox)ositions  made  with  a  view  to  a  compromise  are 
not  proper  evidence.  Emery  v.  Atlanta  R,  E.  Ex.,  88  Ga.  321, 
14  S.  E.  556 ;  Bass  v.  Decker,  68  N.  Y.  S.  790,  34  Misc.  168. 

Sec.  766.    Evidence  by  unezpert  witnesses  as  to  the  value  of  a 
broker's  services. 

It  was  not  error  to  refuse  to  admit  the  opinions  of  witnesses 
as  to  the  value  of  plaintiff's  services  in  negotiating  a  purchase, 
the  witnesses  not  being  experts  and  having  no  better  means 
of  forming  a  judgment  than  the  jurors.  Miller  v.  Early,  22 
Ky.  L.  R.  825,  58  S.  W.  789. 

Sec.  767.    In  an  action  for  executed  i^lc  evidence  of  reqMm- 
sibility  of  purchaser. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  against  a  vendor  for  his  commis- 
sions, the  contract  between  the  vendor  and  purchaser  being 
executed,  and  there  being  no  allegation  or  proof  that  the  bro- 
ker induced  the  vendor  to  execute  the  contract,  or  any  repre- 
sentation of  bad  faith,  testimony  as  to  the  financial  ability  of 
the  purchaser  was  inadmissible.  Fleet  v.  Barker,  104  N.  Y.  S. 
940,  120  App.  Div.  455.  Compare  Dodson  v.  MUliken,  27  App. 
(D.  C.)  500. 

Sec.  768.    Evidence  that  defendant  wanted  witness  to  advise 
him  as  to  purchaser's  proposal 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  evidence  that  de- 
fendant applied  to  witness  to  know  what  to  do  concerning  th« 
proposed  purcha&jr's  proposition  to  pay  for  the  land  in  monthly 
installments,  and  the  witness's  advice  given  in  response,  was  in- 
admissible. Leuschner  v.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  103  S. 
W.  664. 

Sec.  769.    Oral  evidence  to  extend  expired  written  authority 
to  agent. 

Written  authority  was  entered  into  giving  a  broker  the  ex- 
clusive right  to  sell  real  estate  at  a  fixed  price  before  a  certain 
date.  Held,  that  an  offer  to  show  that  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  contract  defendant  told  plaintiff  that  if  the  said 
sale  was  effected  after  the  expiration  of  the  written  contract 
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defendant  would  pay  the  broker  his  commission,  was  inadmis- 
sible.   Lazley  v.  Studebacker,  75  N.  J.  L.  599,  68  A.  98. 

Sec.  769a.    Written  contract  insufficient  and  parol  evidence 
inadmissible. 

Under  Ballinger's  Annotated  Code  and  Statutes,  Sec.  4576, 
amended  by  laws  of  1905,  p.  110,  c.  58,  requiring  contracts  for 
the  employment  of  brokers  to  sell  real  estate  for  a  commission 
to  be  in  writing,  a  written  contract  employing  a  broker  to  pro- 
cure a  purchaser  of  real  estate  for  a  fixed  price  net,  containing 
no  stipulation  for  the  payment  of  a  commission,  and  showing 
the  erasure  in  the  printed  form  used  of  the  words  providing 
for  the  payment  of  a  commission,  is  insufficient,  and  parol 
evidence  fixing  the  liability  for  the  commissions  is  inadmissible. 
Foote  V.  Bobbins,  50  Wash.  277,  97  P.  103. 

Sec.  770.    In  an  action  by  architect  for  fees,  cost  of  building 
given  building  department. 

In  an  action  by  an  architect  for  fees  for  making  plans  for 
a  building  at  a  specified  per  cent,  of  its  cost,  a  statement  as 
to  the  cost  in  the  plans  filed  with  the  building  department, 
was  inadmissible.  Israels  v.  McDonald  107  N.  Y.  S.  826  123 
App.  Div.  63. 

Sec.  771.    In  an  action  for  commissions  evidence  of  defend, 
ant's  dealings  with  other  brokers. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  compensation  on  the  issue  as 
to  whether  the  contract  with  the  principal  called  for  a  com- 
mission of  a  certain  percentage  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  or 
of  the  proceeds  over  a  specified  price,  evidence  as  to  defendant's 
dealings  with  other  real  estate  agents,  and  the  terms  under 
which  he  had  listed  the  land  with  them,  was  inadmissible.  Lloyd 
V.  Kerley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  106  S.  W.  696;  Ross  v.  Carr 
(N.  M.  Sup.  '09),  103  P.  307;  Leander  v.  Graves  (Colo.  Sup. 
'09),  100  P.  403. 


Sec.  771a.    Evidence  as  to  property  not  involved  in  suit  i 
missible. 

Under  a  declaration  claiming  commissions  only  on  property 
purchased  by  defendant,  evidence  of  negotiations  by  plaintiffs 
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in  regard  to  other  property  is  inadmissible.    Mariien  v.  Mayor, 
etc,  Baltimore,  109  Md.  260,  71  A.  966. 

Sec.  772.    Receipt  in  connection  with  another  exchange  of 
the  same  properly. 

In  an  action  by  real  estate  brokers  for  a  commission  for 
negotiating  an  exchange  of  defendant's  property,  which  de- 
fendant refused  to  carry  out,  a  receipt  given  by  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  defendant  for  a  commission  paid  him  by  defend- 
ant for  effecting  an  exchange  of  the  same  property  with  an- 
other purchaser  is  inadmissible,  because  foreign  to  the  issues. 
Goodman  v.  Linetzkrj,  107  N.  Y;  S.  50. 

Sec.  773.    Printed  statutes  of  New  Jersey,  under  plea  of  nosu 
assumpsit. 

Where  a  resident  of  New  Jersey  sues  to  recover  on  a  parol 
contract  for  commissions  for  a  sale  of  real  estate  in  New  Jer- 
sey, the  printed  statutes  of  New  Jersey  requiring  such  con- 
tracts to  be  in  writing  was  inadmissible  under  the  plea  of  non- 
assumpsit,  but  only  by  way  of  special  matter,  after  due  notice. 
Calloway  v.  Prettymun,  218  Pa.  293,  67  A.  418. 

Sec.  774.    In  action  against  husband  for  commisdonB^  what 
was  said  between  wife  and  purchaser. 

In  an  action  against  a  husband  for  a  broker's  commissions 
for  selling  the  wife's  land,  testimony  that  another  told  de- 
fendant that  plaintiff  tried  to  sell  him  the  property  at  a  profit 
above  the  figure  the  wife  asked,  and  as  to  what  was  said  be- 
tween the  wife  and  one  of  the  purchasers,  was  inadmissible. 
Green  v.  Brady,  152  Ala.  507,  44  S.  408. 

Sec.  775.    Declarations  and  stateimenta  by  plaintiffs  as  to  sale 
of  land,  as  self-serving. 

In  -an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  declarations  and 
statements  by  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  sale  of  the  land,  and  what 
he  would  be  entitled  to,  were  self-serving  and  inadmissible. 
Leuischer  v.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07),  103  S.  W.  664; 
Boss  V.  Muskomtz,  100  Tex.  434,  100  S.  W.  768.     Also  by 
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the  owner  as  to  the  sale  of  the  property.    Ooldsiein  v.  D'Arcy, 
201  Mass.  312,  87  N.  E.  584, 

Sec.  776.    On  issue  whether  defendant's  agent  had  anthority 
— ^Defendant's  opinion. 

Where  the  issue  was  whether  the  defendant's  agent  had  au- 
thority to  make  a  certain  contract,  defendant's  opinion  to  that 
effect  was  inadmissible,  as  being  a  conclusion  of  law.  Roche 
V.  Pennington,  90  Wis.  107,  62  N.  W.  946. 

Sec.  776a.    Statement  by  owner  in  regard  to  title  the  mere 
expression  of  an  opinion. 

That  a  land  broker  was  told  by  the  owner  that  defects  had 
been  found  in  the  title,  but  that  he  believed  it  was  good,  as 
they  had  owned  the  land  thirty  or  forty  years,  was  suflBcient 
to  put  the  broker  on  inquirj'^  and  charge  him  with  notice  of 
the  defects;  the  statement  by  the  owner  that  the  title  was 
good  being  merely  an  expression  of  opinion.  Montgomery  v. 
Amsler  (Tex.  Civ.  App.   '09),  122  S.  W.  307. 

Sec.  776b.    Admission  of  contract  in  evidence  held  prejudicial 
to  plaintiff. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  broker's  commissions  for  procuring 
a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  the  issue  was  whether  plaintiff  had 
been  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser,  the  admission  in  evi- 
dence of  a  contract  of  sale  drawn  in  the  absence  of  plaintiff, 
stating  that  the  seller  and  purchaser  agreed  that  no  broker 
had  brou«:ht  about  the  sale,  and  that  no  commission  was  to  be 
paid  to  the  broker,  was  prejudicial  to  plaintiff.  Koch  v.  Bjor- 
kegran,  119  N.  Y.  S.  193. 

Sec.  777.    In  interpleader,  declaration  of  principal  that  one 
was  entitled  to  the  fee. 

In  an  action  in  interpleader  where  the  issue  between  the  par- 
ties is  as  to  the  right  to  commissions  for  the  sale  of  real  es- 
tate, the  declarations  of  the  owner  of  the  property  sold,  made 
some  time  after  the  sale  had  been  effected  and  in  the  absence 
of  the  defendant,  to  the  effect  that  he  thought  plaintiff  was 
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entitled    to   the    commission^    are    inadmissible.      Shipman    v. 
Freeh,  3  N.  Y.  S.  932,  15  Daly,  151. 

Sec.  778.    Statement  by  principal  that  absent  broker  had  no 
authority  to  sell. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land, 
where  another  broker  claiming  the  same  commissions  is  sub- 
stituted as  defendant  for  the  principal,  he  having  paid  the 
commissions  into  court,  the  principal's  statement  to  one  of  the 
brokers,  in  the  other's  absence,  that  the  absent  broker  had  no 
authority  to  sell  the  land  with  a  builder's  loan,  is  properly  ex- 
cluded.   Id. 

Sec.  779.    Under  general  denial,  that  defendant  sold  premiaee 
before  sale  by  plaintiff. 

Where  the  answer  is  a  genera,  denial,  the  issue  presented 
by  the  pleading  is  the  truth  of  the  allegations  of  the  petition. 
Under  such  an  issue  affirmative  proof  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant can  not  be  received,  and  an  instruction  submitting  such 
proof  to  the  jury  is  erroneous,  and  hence,  evidence  offered  by 
defendant  that  he  sold  the  premises  to  other  parties  before  the 
sale  by  plaintiff  is  inadmissible.  Chiffith  v.  Wooltaorth,  44  N. 
W.  1137,  28  Neb.  715. 

Sec.  780.    Unless  pleaded,  evidence  that  defendant  defeated 
payment. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  selling 
land,  evidence  that  the  act  of  defendant  prevented  the  hap- 
pening of  the  contingency  on  which  payment  was  to  be  made 
was  inadmissible,  the  excuse  not  being  pleaded  by  the  plain- 
tiff.   Turner  v.  Lane,  93  N.  Y.  S.  1083,  47  Misc.  387. 

Sec.  781.    Evidence  that  defendant's  agent  refused  hotd  to 
prospective  purchasers. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  alleged  to  have 
been  lost  by  the  refusal  of  his  client  to  convey  the  land  sold, 
evidence  that  the  client's  agent  had  refused  the  use  of  the 
client's  shed  and  hotel  at  the  place  where  the  land  is  situated 
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to  prospective  purchasers  found  by  plaintiff  was  inadmissible. 
Burnet  v.  Edling,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  711,  48  S.  W.  775. 

Sec.  782.    Evidence  as  to  value  of  services  where  contract  fixed 
commission. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  for  negotiat- 
ing a  purchase,  it  appeared  that  if  he  had  been  employed,  he 
was  entitled  to  a  fixed  commission  under  the  contract,  evi- 
dence was  inadmissible  to  show  what  was  a  reasonable  commis- 
sion for  the  services.  Hanna  v.  Espalla,  148  Ala.  313,  42  S. 
443 ;  McDermott  v.  Abney,  106  Iowa,  749,  77  N.  W.  505 ;  Beatty 
V.  Russell,  41  Neb.  321,  59  N.  W.  919 :  Evans  v.  Qay,  38  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  442,  74  S.  W.  575;  Fortran  v.  Stowers,  113  S.  W. 
631  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08) ;  Goldstein  v.  D'Arcy,  87  N.  E.  584, 
201  Mass.  312. 

Sec.  783.    Evidence  of  option  after  sale  had  been  completed. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  evidence  of  inde- 
pendent negotiations  regarding  an  option  after  a  sale  had  been 
completed  by  plaintiff  is  inadmissible,  though  it  might  have 
been  competent  if  relating  to  negotiations  before  the  sale  was 
made.  Reed  v.  Light,  170  Ind.  550,  85  N.  E.  9 ;  Oeo,  B.  Loving 
Co.  V.  Hesperian  Cattle  Co.,  176  Mo.  330,  75  S.  W.  1095. 

Sec.  783a.    Evidence  held  inadmissible. 

•  Where  a  contract  between  an  owner  of  land  and  his  agent 
for  sale  contained  specific  authority  to  the  agent  to  sell  a  cer- 
tain acreage,  evidence  was  inadmissible,  in  an  action  by  the 
agent  for  commissions,  to  show  that  the  tract  contained  a  great- 
er acreage  than  stated,  to  defeat  the  claim,  where  there  was 
no  proof  that  the  defendant  asserted  any  claim  to  a  greater 
acreage  prior  to  the  time  plaintiff  made  the  sale.  Denton  v. 
HoweU  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '05),  87  S.  W.  221. 

Sec.  783b.    When  evidence  of  improvements  inadmissible. 

Evidence  of  improvements  made  by  a  land  owner,  without 
the  knowledge  of  his  broker,  can  not  be  shown  in  an  action 
by  the  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for 
the  land  at  the  price  fixed  before  the  making  of  the  improve- 
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luents,  as  tending  to  show  thet  the  price  so  fixed  must  have 
been  changed.    Hwidey  v.  Haddocks,  25  Wash.  297,  65  P.  544. 


Sec.  783c.    Testimony  of  greater  wsrwge  inadmissible  to  de- 
feat broker's  right  to  commissions. 

Where  a  contract  specifically  authorizes  the  sale  of  a  tract 
of  land  containing  a  certain  number  of  acres,  «nd  it  does  not 
appear  that  prior  to  the  sale  the  owner  claimed,  or  that  the 
agent  knew,  that  there  was  a  greater  number  of  acres  in  the 
tract,  evidence  that  the  tract  did  contain  a  greater  number  of 
acres  is  inadmissible  to  defeat  an  action  for  commissions.  How- 
eU  V.  Denton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  113  S.  W.  314. 


CHAPTER  XL 

EVIDENCE— IMMATERIAL  AND  IBSELEVANT. 

Sec.  784.    Fact  that  defendant  had  other  agents  not  instru- 
mental in  efTecting  sale. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for 
land,  the  fact  that  defendant  had  other  agents  is  immaterial, 
it  not  being  contended  that  they  had  been  instrumental  in 
bringing  about  the  sale.  Bounds  v.  Alee,  116  Iowa,  345,  89 
N.  W.  1098 ;  Ooin  v.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140,  71  N.  W.  218. 

Sec.  786.    In  an  action  for  commissions,  right  of  vendor  to 
convey  or  value  of  property. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  purchase  specific  property  at 
a  fixed  price  had  brought  suit  aurainst  his  principal  for  com- 
missions, and  the  latter  refused  to  accept  the  deed,  the  ven- 
dor 's  right  to  convey,  or  the  actual  value  of  the  property,  were 
held  not  to  be  essential  matters  of  inquiry,  where  the  broker 
had  acted  in  good  faith.    Wheeler  v.  Knaggs,  8  Ohio,  169. 

Sec.  786.    In  action  for  commissions,  that  broker  exceeded  au- 
thority  by  making  a  contract  of  sale. 

Where  defendant  employed  real  estate  brokers  to  find  a  pur- 
chaser for  lands,  the  faet  that  they  exceeded  their  authority 
by  making  a  contract  of  sale  is  not  material  in  an  axjtion  to 
recover  their  commissions.  FisJce  v.  Soule,  87  Cal.  313,  25  P. 
430. 

Sec.  787.    In  action  against  agent  for  fraud,  whether  pre- 
tended borrower  shared  the  money. 

A  recovery  in  an  action  by  the  principal  against  the  broker 

for  fraudulent  representations  that  the  worthless  property  on 

480 
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which  the  loan  was  made  was  good  security,  is  not  affected  by 
the  question  whether  he  shared  the  money  with  or  delivered 
any  part  of  it  to  the  pretended  borrower.  Rubens  v.  Mead, 
121  Cal.  17,  53  P.  432. 

Sec.  788.    Whether  the  contract  was  signed  before  or  after 
contract  for  exchange  was  signed. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  on  an  ex- 
change of  property  effected  by  him,  whether  the  written  agree- 
ment by  the  plaintiff  to  wait  for  his  commissions  until  title 
closed  was  signed  before  or  after  the  signing  of  the  contract 
of  exchange  was  immaterial,  where  all  the  terms  of  the  writ- 
ten contract  of  exchange  were  fully  agreed  on  on  the  preced- 
ing day,  the  subsequent  agreement  to  wait  for  the  accrued  com- 
missions being  unsupported  by  a  consideration.  Hough  v. 
Baldwin,  99  N.  Y.  S.  545,  50  Misc.  546.    See  also  Sec.  19. 

Sec.  789.    Where  brdcer  finds  purchaser,  the  reasonableness 
of  the  time. 

Where  the  broker  finds  a  purchaser  at  the  seller's  terms, 
while  still  employed,  the  reasonableness  of  the  time  which  he 
has  taken  to  do  so  is  immaterial.  Moore  v.  Boehm,  91  N.  Y.  S. 
125,  45  Misc.  622. 

Sec.  790.    In  an  action  for  selling  a  title  bond,  attempt  by 
seller  to  show  broker  part  owner  of  premises. 

A  bond  was  given  by  A.  to  convey  a  lot  of  land  at  a  price 
named  per  square  foot,  the  bond  was  assigned  to  B.,  who  em- 
ployed C.  to  find  a  purchaser  for  the  land,  agreeing  to  pay 
him  all  he  could  get  over  the  price  named  in  the  bond;  C.  sold 
the  land  at  a  higher  price  to  D.,  and  A.,  at  the  request  of  B., 
conveyed  the  land;  in  a  suit  brought  by  C.  against  B.  to  re- 
cover the  excess  over  the  price  named  in  the  bond,  B.  offered 
to  show  that  C,  at  the  time  of  his  employment  as  agent  was 
interested  in  the  land  C3  ;vner  or  part  owner,  and  did  not  dis- 
close this  fact  to  him,  and  contended  that  the  sale  of  the  land 
was  a  fraud  upon  him.  Held,  that  the  question  of  such  owner- 
ship was  immaterial.    Durgin  v.  Somers,  117  Mass.  55. 
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Sec.  791.    On  agreement  to  share  conmuBsions  evidence  that 
plaintiff  tried  to  sea 

Where  plaintiff  authorized  defendant  to  seU  property  for 
which  plaintiff  was  agent,  the  profits  to  be  divided  equally  be- 
tween them,  but  did  not  transfer  the  exclusive  agency  to  de- 
fendant, an  attempt  on  plaintiff's  part  to  effect  a  sale  to  de- 
fendant's customer  was  not  inconsistent  with  his  contract  with 
defendant,  and  evidence  thereof  was  immaterial  in  an  action 
by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  his  share  of  the  profits  on  a  sale 
made  by  defendant.  Madler  v.  Pozorski,  124  Wis.  477,  102  N. 
W.  892. 

Sec.  791a.    Evidence  as  to  how  long  agent  had  known  prop- 
erty prior  to  sale  was  immaterial. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser,  it  was  not  d  aimed  that  an  agent  of  the 
purchaser  learned  that  the  property  was  for  sale  until  after 
the  broker  had  visited  the  purchaser,  evidence  as  to  how  long 
the  agent  had  known  the  property  prior  to  the  time  of  sale 
was  immaterial.  Benedict  v.  Dakin  (111.  Sup.  '09),  90  N.  E. 
712. 

Sec.  792.    That  broker  failed  to  impart  the  name  of  the  pur- 
chaser. 

Where,  in  an  action  on  a  contract  for  a  division  of  a  bro^ 
ker's  profits,  there  was  evidence  that  defendant  sold  the  prop- 
erty to  a  purchaser  procured  by  plaintiff,  in  accordance  with 
the  contract  between  them  for  a  division  of  commissions,  and 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  defendant  knew  that  plaintiff  had 
procured  a  purchaser,  it  was  immaterial  that  plaintiff  failed 
to  impart  to  defendant,  prior  to  the  sale,  the  name  of  the  per- 
son with  whom  plaintiff  had  been  negotiating,  and  to  whom 
the  property  was  subsequently  sold.  McCleary  v.  WMis,  35 
Wash.  676,  77  P.  1073.    See  also  Sees.  487,  525. 

Sec.  793.    Where  contract  most  be  in  writing,  to  allege  defend- 
ant received  benefits. 

Where  the  petition,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  to 
recover  commissions,  fails  to  show  a  written  contract,  as  re- 
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quired  by  statute,  the  fact  that  the  plaintiflp  alleges  that  de- 
fendant received  the  benefit  of  his  services,  and  therefore  can 
not  be  relieved  of  his  liability  to  pay  for  the  same  is  imma- 
terial.    Covey  V.  Henryy  71  Neb.  118,  98  N.  W.  434. 

Sec.  794.    In  an  action  for  commiBsions  for  purchasing,  amount 
paid  broker  by  vendor. 

In  an  action  by  a  bi;oker  for  commissions  in  purchasing  lands 
for  defendants,  defendants  having  introduced  the  vendor  as 
a  witness,  and  he  havinpf  testified  that  he  paid  commissions  to 
such  broker  for  eflfecting  the  sale,  it  was  not  error  to  exclude 
evidence  of  the  amount  paid  by  him,  it  being  immaterial.  Lindt 
V.  Schlitz  Brewing  Co,,  113  Iowa,  200,  84  N.  W.  1059. 

Sec.  796.    Where  averred  that  trade  was  made  by  D.,  whether 
he  received  compensation. 

Where  plaintiffs  claim  they  effected  an  exchange  of  defend- 
ant's property,  and  defendants  assert  that  the  trade  was 
brought  about  by  D.,  the  question  .whether  D.  had  received 
compensation  for  his  services  was  properly  excluded  as  imma- 
terial. Creager  v.  JohmoUy  114  Iowa,  249,  86  N.  W.  275; 
Sewell  V.  CoUison,  108  N.  Y.  S.  25,  123  App.  Div.  586 

Sec.  796.    In  an  action  for  the  value  of  personalty  for  effecting 
an  exchange  of  land,  value  of  the  latter. 

In  an  action  for  the  value  of  personalty,  which  plaintiff  was 
to  receive  for  effecting  an  exchange  of  land  of  defendant  for 
a  store  property,  and  which  plaintiff  had  not  received  because 
defendant  refused  to  complete  the  trade,  evidence  as  to  the 
value  of  the  land  was  properly  excluded  as  immaterial.  Disiad 
V.  Shanklin,  15  S.  D.  507,  90  N.  W.  151. 

Sec.  797.    Where  owner  ratified  sale  by  attorney,  whether  he 
knew  all  the  terms. 

Where  one  authorizes  an  attorney  in  fact,  by  power  duly 
signed  and  acknowledged,  to  make  a  certain  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  land  with  certain  parties  and  of  a  certain  date, 
and  subsequently  ratifies  the  action  of  his  attorney,  it  is  im- 
material whether  he  knew  all  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
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contract  at  the  time  it  was  made,  and  he  will  be  bound  by  the 
contract  made  by  such  attorney.  Raiik  v.  Oarvey,  66  Neb.  767, 
92  N.  W.  1025,  99  N.  W.  666. 

Sec.  798.    In  an  action  against  a  broker  to  acoonnt  for  part 
of  the  price,  the  value  of  the  property. 

Where,  in  an  action  agrainst  a  broker  for  failure  to  account 
for  a  part  of  the  price  received  by  him,  the  issue  was,  whether 
the  broker  sold  the  land  to  the  purchaser  through  a  third  per- 
son, aa  his  agent,  or  whether  he  sold  it  to  a  third  person  who 
resold  it  to  the  purchaser,  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty at  the  time  of  the  sale  was  immaterial.  Bxichanan  v. 
Randall  (S.  D.  Sup.  '06),  109  X.  W.  513. 

Sec.  790.    Where  an  owner  sold  to  a  customer,  broker  could 
recover  although  he  failed  to  notify  the  owner. 

Where  an  owner  of  standing  timber,  after  employing  plain- 
tiff to  sell  the  same,  sold  it  himself  to  a  purchaser  procured 
by  plaintiff,  it  was  immaterial  to  plaintiff's  right  to  recover 
for  the  services,  that  the  owner  was  not  guilty  of  fraud  in  re- 
lation to  such  sale,  or  that  he  should  have  had  previous  knowl- 
edge that  the  purchaser  had  been  induced  to  buy  through  plain- 
tiff's efforts.  McDonald  v.  Cdbiness,  100  Texas,  615,  98  S.  W. 
943,  affirmed  102  S.  W.  721.  Compare  Nance  v.  Smyth,  118 
Tenn.  349,  99  S.  W.  698;  Quist  v.  Goodfellow,  99  Minn.  509, 
110  N.  W.  65;  McLaughlin  v.  Campbell  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App. 
'09),  74  A.  530. 

Sec.  799a.    In  order  to  be  entitled  to  recover  commissions  it 
was  immaterial  whether  the  broker  was  the  agent. 

Where  the  owners  expressly  agreed  that  the  broker  should 
have  a  commission  in  ease  of  a  sale  to  his  customer,  it  is  im- 
material, as  regards  his  right  to  commissions,  that  he  was  not 
their  agent.  Lawler  v.  Armstrong  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  102  P. 
775. 

Sec.  799b.    Brokers  negotiating  an  exchange  not  bound  to  in- 
form one  of  the  parties  of  his  emplojnnent  by  the  other. 

Brokers  negotiating  an  exchange  of  properties  being  middle- 
men held  not  bound  to  inform  one  of  the  parties  of  their  em- 
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ployment  by  the  other.    Marks  v.  O'Donnell,  121  N.  T.  S.  214. 
See  Sec.  578. 

Sec.  800.    Where  the  evidence  is  silent  as  to  the  broker  makiiig 
previous  sales,  whether  he  had  a  license. 

Where  the  evidence  is  silent  as  to  whether  a  broker  was  en- 
gaged in  the  real  estate  business,  or  had  made  previous  sales, 
it  is  immaterial  whether  or  not  he  had  a  license  at  the  time 
of  the  sale  in  question.  Packer  v.  Sheppard,  127  111.  App.  598. 
See  also  Sec.  576. 

Sec.  801.    In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  fee  for  porchasuig, 
right  of  vendor  to  convey  and  value  of  the  land. 

Where  a  broker  employed  to  purchase  specific  property  at  a 
fixed  price  brought  suit  against  his  principal  for  commissions, 
on  the  latter  refusing  to  accept  a  deed  therefor  the  vendor's 
right  to  convey,  or  the  actual  value  of  the  property,  were  held 
not  to  be  essential  matters  of  inquiry,  where  the  broker  had 
acted  in  good  faith.    Wheeler  v.  Knaggs,  8  Ohio,  169. 

Sec.  801a.    Whether  or  not  the  party  to  be  charged  with  the 
commission  is  the  owner  of  the  land  is  immaterial. 

The  right  of  a  broker  to  recover  a  commission  for  making  a 
sale  of  land  is  purely  a  matter  of  contract;  and  where  a  valid 
contract  in  writing  has  been  made,  it  is  immaterial  whether 
or  not  the  party  to  be  charged  is  the  owner  of  the  land.  San- 
chez V.  Yorha,  8  Cal.  App.  490,  97  P.  205. 

Sec.  802.    Evidence  that  after  revocation  broker  produced  a 
responsible  purchaser. 

Where  an  agent's  authority  to  sell  his  principal's  land  has 
been  revoked,  whether  the  agent  afterwards  actually  secured 
a  purchaser  ready  and  able  to  buy  the  land  on  the  principal's 
terms  was  immaterial,  in  an  action  for  damages  for  the  revoca- 
tion, unless  on  the  issue  of  damages.  Mtdligan  v.  Owens,  123 
Iowa,  285,  98  N.  W.  792. 

Sec.  803.    Whether  the  agent  was  to  secure  a  pnrehaser  or 
make  a  sale,  where  owner  would  not  oomnimmate. 

Whether  real  estate  agents  were  to  secure  a  purchaser  or 
make  a  sale  themselves  is  immaterial,  where  the  owner,  by  his 
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conduct,  rendered  it  impossible  for  them  to  consummate  the 
sale.     Church  v.  Dunham,  14  Idaho,  776,  96  P.  203,  205. 

Sec.  803a.    Letter  between  third  parties  immaterial. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions 
for  services  in  effecting  an  exchange  of  lands,  which  was  finally 
completed  by  other  brokers,  a  letter  from  one  of  these  other 
brokers  to  another  of  them,  offered  by  the  defendant  merely 
as  a  part  of  the  history  of  the  transactions  which  culminated 
in  the  sale,  may  be  excluded  as  immaterial  as  well  as  being 
res  inter  alios.    Hall  v.  Orace,  179  Mass.  400,  60  N.  E.  932. 

Sec.  804.    Statement  by  defendant  that  if  he  had  had  his  own 
way  he  would  have  sold  when  he  had  a  chance. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  of 
land,  a  conversation  between  defendant  and  the  broker,  sev- 
eral months  after  the  contract  was  entered  into  between  them, 
in  which  defendant  stated  that  if  he  had  had  his  own  way 
he  would  have  sold  his  land  when  he  had  a  chance  to,  was 
irrelevant  and  immaterial.  Swing  v.  Lunn  (S.  D.  Sup.  '08), 
115  N.  W.  527. 

Sec.  806.    In  a  suit  to  recover  deposit  money,  evidence  of  sub- 
sequent contract  irrelevant. 

An  agent  sold  a  tract  of  land  subject  to  the  ratification  of 
his  principal,  with  an  agreement  that,  if  not  ratified,  he  would 
refund  to  the  purchaser  the  money  paid  by  him;  the  principal 
refused  to  ratify.  In  a  suit  brought  by  the  purchaser  for  the 
money  so  paid  by  him^  Held,  that  evidence  of  a  subsequent 
contract  between  the  parties  was  irrelevant,  unless  it  was  pro- 
posed to  show  that  in  making  such  subsequent  contract  the 
matter  of  the  money  to  be  refunded  under  the  first  contract 
was  in  some  way  adjusted.     Evans  v.  George,  80  111.  51. 

Sec.  805a.    Judgment  stricken  out  as  irrelevant. 

A  judgment  in  favor  of  the  purchaser  against  the  vendor 
rescinding  the  contract  for  fraud,  is  not  res  judicata  as  to  the 
vendor's  broker,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  plead  it  in  a  suit  for 
his   commission,   and   an  allegation   setting  up   the   judgment 
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should  be  stricken   out   as   irrelevant.     Polak  v.  Rosemweiff 
Realty  Co.,  116  N.  T.  S.  38. 

Sec.  806.    In  action  to  recover  from  an  agent  part  of  priee» 
influence  of  defendant  over  vendor. 

In  an  action  by  vendees  against  the  agents  who  made  the 
sale  to  recover  that  part  of  the  price  retained  by  them,  with- 
out plaintiff's  knowledge,  the  issue  being  whether  defendants 
were  the  agents  of  plaintiffs  or  of  the  vendor,  proof  of  the 
value  of  the  property  sold  is  competent  to  explain  the  motive 
of  the  parties  to  the  contract,  and  evidence  that  the  action  was 
not  begun  until  after  the  defendants  had  dissolved  partner- 
ship and  become  their  biisiness  rival  is  also  competent;  but 
evidence  as  to  the  motives  of  the  vendor  and  defendants'  influ- 
ence over  him,  is  irrelevant.  Duryea  v.  VosburgK  1  N.  Y.  S. 
833. 

Sec.  807.    Evidence  that   defendant  had   employed  another 
broker  who  tried  to  sell. 

Defendant's  evidence,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker 
for  commissions,  that  defendant  had  employed  another  broker 
who  attempted  to  dispose  of  the  land  to  a  purchaser,  and  who 
had  obtained  his  information  from  plaintiflf,  is  rightly  excluded 
as  irrelevant.    Adams  v.  McLaugMin,  159  Ind.  23  64  N.  E.  462. 

Sec.  808.    In  a  suit  for  share  of  fees,  answer  alleging  broker 
worked  in  opposition. 

Plaintiff  alleged  that  he  was  authorized  by  the  owners  to 
sell  land,  and  that  he  agreed  to  divide  the  commissions  with 
defendant,  if  the  latter  would  find  a  purchaser;  that  defend- 
ant recovered  of  the  owners  the  commissions  on  a  sale  of  the 
land,  but  refused  to  pay  plaintiff  his  share;  defendant  al- 
leged that  during  the  negotiations  for  the  sale  of  the  land, 
plaintiff  worked  in  opposition  to  defendant,  and  endeavored 
to  make  a  sale  to  other  parties,  and  that  plaintiff  was  thereby 
estopped  from  claiming  that  he  was  jointly  interested  with  de- 
fendant in  selling  the  land.  Heldy  that  the  plea  was  irrelevant 
and  properly  stricken,  there  being  nothing  in  the  case  to  indi- 
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cate  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  find  a  purchaser  himself. 
Wefel  V.  Stillman,  151  Ala.  249,  44  S.  203. 

Sec.  809.    In  an  action  for  fee  for  clearing  title,  evidence  of 
conunissions  for  selling  property. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  dealer  to  recover  on  an  ex- 
press contract  whereby  defendant  agreed  to  pay  him  a  certain 
percentage  of  the  proceeds  of  sales,  in  consideration  of  services 
to  be  rendered  in  clearing  the  title  to  and  putting  property 
in  marketable  condition  to  effect  a  sale,  evidence  as  to  the 
customary  commissions  for  making  sales  of  property  is  irrele- 
vant.   Jefferson  v.  Burham,  85  Fed.  949,  29  C.  C.  A.  481. 

Sec.  809a.    Conversation  not  in  presence  of  defendant  irrel- 

ft 

evant. 

Plaintiff  alleged  a  verbal  contract  by  which  he  was  to  ob- 
tain for  defendant  the  title  of  co-owners  of  a  mining  claim 
for  not  more  than  a  certain  sum,  his  commission  to  be  the 
difference  between  that  sum  and  the  price  asked.  Defendant 
alleged  thaf  unless  a  certain  sale  of  property  which  he  was  ne- 
gotiating was  effected,  plaintiff  was  to  have  nothing  for  his 
services,  and  that  the  sale  was  not  effected.  Ileld,  that  evi- 
dence of  what  a  witness,  who  was  in  no  way  connected  with 
defendant  and  was  not  present  at  the  conversation  during 
which  the  contract  was  made,  stated  to  plaintiff  about  his  un- 
derstanding with  defendant  before  plaintiff  went  to  see  de- 
fendant, was  irrelevant.    Huntoon  v.  Lloyd,  8  Mont.  283. 

Sec.  809b.    Advice  of  third  person  to  purchaser  held  to  be  ioSr 
material  on  issue  of  procuring  cause  of  sale. 

On  the  issue  whether  a  broker  employed  to  procu-'e  a  pur- 
chaser was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  evidence  that  the 
purchaser  sought  the  counsel  of  a  third  person,  and  resolved 
not  to  purchase  unless  the  third  person  approved  thereof,  was 
immaterial.    Oliver  v.  Katz,  131  Wis.  409,  111  N.  W.  509. 


CHAPTER  XIL 

EVIDENOE  IN  GENERAL. 


Sec.  810.    DiBsuasion — ^Evidence  that  failed  to  prove. 

On  the  issue  whether  the  owner  during  the  continuance  of 
an  option  given  by  him  to  a  broker  on  certain  real  estate  dis- 
suaded a  probable  customer  of  the  option  holder  from  pur- 
chasing from  him,  evidence  that  the  owner  and  the  customer 
had  several  interviews,  and  after  the  termination  of  the  op- 
tion entered  into  a  contract  to  accept  the  land,  does  not  prove 
dissuasion  on  the  part  of  the  owner.  Smith  v.  Lawrence,  98 
Me.  92,  56  A.  455. 

9ec.  811.    Whether  or  not  agent  was  a  regular  broker  does  not 
affect  the  value  of  his  services. 

Whether  or  not  an  agent  employed  to  sell  a  piece  of  land 
is  a  regular  broker,  does  not  affect  the  competency  of  evi- 
dence as  to  the  price  which  would  be  paid  a  broker  for  such 
services,  and  offered  for  the  purpose  of  showing  what  the 
agent's  services  were  worth.  Hollis  v.  Weston,  156  Mass.  357, 
31  N.  E.  483. 

Sec.  812.    In  an  action  for  procuring  lessee,  defendant  might 
show  that  lease  was  never  made. 

Plaintiffs,  real  estate  agents,  were  to  receive  certain  com- 
missions for  services  in  securing  a  lessee  for  defendant  upon 
agreed  terms,  and  they  procured  an  informal  agreement  for 
a  lease  to  be  signed  by  defendant  and  the  applicant  for  the 
lease.  Heldy  that  defendant  might  show  by  parol  that  the  con- 
tract was  merely  provisional,  and  did  not  express  all  the  terms 
of  the  lease  to  be  entered  into  by  the  parties,  as  was  also  un- 
derstood by  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  lease  was  never  consum- 
mated, as  no  final  agreement  was  ever  made  between  defend- 
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ant  and  the  lessee.    Buxton  v.  Beal,  49  Minn.  230,  51  N.  W. 
918.    See  also  Sec.  427. 

Sec.  813.    Beal  estate  man  long  a  resident  of  the  town  com- 
petent to  testify  as  to  the  value  of  property. 

A  real  estate  man  who  has  long  resided  in  x  certain  town 
and  has  property  listed  on  his  books  in  a  certain  addition,  is 
competent  to  testify  as  to  the  value  of  property  in  that  addi- 
tion.   Ryan  v.  K.  C,  etc,  R,  Co.,  Ill  Mo.  456,  20  S.  W.  234. 

Sec.  814.    Evidence  properly  excluded  that  broker,  three  years 
after  the  sale,  became  partner  of  purchaser. 

In  an  action  brought  by  B.,  an  agent,  to  recover  compensa- 
tion from  R.  for  services  in  selling  real  estate  of  the  latter, 
the  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  that  at  the  time 
of  the  sale  B.  was  interested  as  a  partner  of  the  purchaser 
procured;  B.  admitted  that  he  had  acquired  an  interest  in 
the  property  after  the  sale,, but  denied  that  he  had  an  interest 
in  it  at  the  time  of  the  sale;  and  on  the  trial  below  R.  offered 
evidence  w^ith  respect  to  the  price  received  by  B.  for  h:s  interest 
in  the  property  at  the  sale  thereof  made  by  the  latter  three 
years  after  the  sale  for  which  compensation  was  claimed  in 
the  suit;  the  evidence  was  offered  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  B.  was,  at  the  time  of  the  last  mentioned  sale,  a  partner 
in  the  purchase  made  thereat.  Held,  that  the  exclusion  of 
the  testimony  was  not  error.  Ruckman  v.  Bergholz,  38  N.  J. 
L.  531. 

Sec.  815.    Evidence  that  buyer  did  not  have  cash  but  able  to 
obtain  by  next  day,  able  to  buy. 

Where  the  written  contract  by  which  defendant  employed 
plaintiff  as  broker  to  sell  lands  fixed  the  selling  price  per  acre, 
and  provided  for  the  payment  of  a  certain  sura  in  cash  by  any 
purchaser  obtained,  evidence  that  the  purchaser  obtained  by 
plaintiff  under  the  offer  to  buy  at  the  price  named  in  the  con- 
tract did  not  have  in  his  possession  at  the  time  of  the  offer 
sufficient  funds  to  make  the  cash  payment  required,  but  could 
have  obtained  them  on  the  morning  of  the  next  day,  was  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  he  was  able  to  buy.    McDermott  v.  Makoney, 
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139  Iowa,  292,  106  N.  W.  925,  affirmed  115  N.  W.  32.    See  also 
Sec.  464. 

Sec.  816.    Witnesses  for  defendant  may  be  questioned  as  to  the 
interest  purchasers  had  in  the  land. 

In  an  action  on  account  for  commissions  transferred  to 
plaintiflf,  a  witness  for  defendant  may  be  questioned  as  to  the 
interest  the  purchasers  had  in  the  land,  and  as  to  what  in- 
duced defendant  to  make  the  sale,  such  questions  being  perti- 
nent to  matters  introduced  by  plaintiflf.  Ivy  Coal  &  Coke  Co. 
V.  Long,  139  Ala.  535,  36  S.  722.         , 

Sec.  817.    In  cross-examination  it  was  proper  to  ask  assignor 
about  transaction. 

In  an  action  on  an  account  for  commissions  transferred  to 
plaintiflf,  it  was  proper  on  cross-examination  to  question  the 
assignor,  who  rendered  the  services,  relative  to  the  negotia- 
tions between  the  purchasers  of  land,  the  plaintiflf,  and  him- 
self as  to  the  transaction  as  consummated.    Id. 

Sec.  817a.    On  cross-examination  defendant  not  required  to 
answer  as  to  whether  note  had  been  paid. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  a  sale  of  land  under  a  con- 
tract alleged  to  have  been  made  with  defendant's  agent,  where 
there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  contract  was  en- 
tered into  between  the  agent  and  defendant  for  an  exchange 
of  land  by  each,  defendant  agreeing  to  pay  the  agent  a 
certain  commission,  the  defendant  testified  that  he  settled  with 
the  agent  and  gave  him  a  note  for  the  amount  before  he  had 
any  knowledge  that  plaintiflf  was  in  any  manner  connected 
with  the  transaction,  plaintiflf  could  not  on  cross-examination, 
require  the  defendant  to  answer  as  to  whether  the  note  had 
been  paid.    Quale  v.  Hazel  19  S.  D.  483,  104  N.  W.  215. 

Sec.  817b.    On  cross-examination  defendant  could  show  he  had 
become  surety  on  plaintiff's  note  to  a  bank. 

In  an  action  for  a  real  estate  broker's  commissions  defend- 
ant could  show,  on  plaintiflf 's  cross-examination  that  defend- 
ant had  become  a  surety  on  plaintiflf 's  note  to  a  bank.  Yates 
V.  Bratton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.   '08),  111  S.  W.  416. 
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Sec.  818.    Evidence  of  the  sale  of  property,  to  show  defend- 
ant's good  faith  in  refusing  loan. 

In  an  aetion  by  a  loan  broker  for  commissions  against  a 
client  who  had  refused  to  complete  a  loan  after  a  lender  had 
been  secured,  evidence  that  the  client  had  sold  the  property 
to  supply  him  with  the  needed  funds,  is  admissible  as  bearing 
on  the  credibility  of  his  testimony  that  he  had  refused  the 
loan  because  an.  existing  mortgage  could  not  be  paid  off  be- 
fore maturity.  Payne  v.  Williams,  178  N.  Y.  589,  70  N.  E. 
1104. 

Sec.  818a.    Acts  of  purchaser  admissible  on  question  of  good 
faith. 

While  the  acts  of  a  purchaser  procured  by  a  broker  em- 
ployed to  obtain  a  purchaser  subsequent  to  the  time  fixed  for 
the  performance  of  the  contract  can  not  affect  the  rights  of 
the  broker  to  his  commissions,  such  acts  may  be  looked  to  to 
determine  whether  what  the  purchaser  did  to  establish  the  bro- 
ker's rights  was  done  in  good  faith,  and  whether  such  prior 
acts  had  the  legal  effect  claimed  for  them.  Little  v.  Her  zing  er, 
34  Utah,  337,  97  P.  639. 

Sec.  819.    Defendant  may  show  influence  other  agents  exerted 
on  sale. 

Si  an  action  for  commissions,  under  a  contract  of  agency 
for  effecting  a  sale  of  real  estate,  the  defendant,  on  the  issue 
of  who  effected  the  sale,  is  entitled  to  show  the  influence  other 
agents  exerted  on  the  sale  before  and  after  the  contract  with 
plaintiff.    Smiley  v.  Bradley,  18  Colo.  App.  191,  70  P.  696. 

Sec.  820.    Evidence  of  dealings  to  establish  relation  of  prin- 
cipal and  agent. 

In  an  action  for  a  real  estate  broker's  commissions  for  ne- 
gotiating a  purchase  which  defendant  refused  to  consummate, 
evidence  that  before  the  agreement  for  purchase  was  reached 
plaintiff  had  submitted  an  offer  to  the  owner  as  the  purported 
agent  of  defendant,  was  admissible  to  show  the  relationship 
of  the  parties  and  plaintiff's  offer  to  purchase  the  property 
for  defendant.    Ha^na  v.  Espalla,  148  Ala.  313,  42  S.  443. 
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Sec.  821.    Where  defendant  demanded  return  of  contract^  can 
show  it  referred  to  another  transaction. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  for  nego- 
tiating a  purchase  which  defendant  refused  to  consummate, 
there  was  testimony  for  plaintiff  that  defendant  had  demanded 
the  return  of  a  writing  executed  September  10,  alleged  to  show 
a  contract  of  employment,  at  the  same  time  recognizing  his 
obligation  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission,  defendant  should  have 
been  permitted  to  show  that  the  paper  he  demanded  referred 
to  another  transaction,  and  that  at  the  same  time  plaintiff 
presented  a  statement  for  other  commissions,  not  including  the 
one  sued  on,  and  did  not,  prior  to  October  20,  make  demand 
for  the  sum  claimed.    Id, 

Sec.  822.    Plaintiff  to  purchase  must  show  seller  able  U>  con- 
vey a  good  title. 

Under  a  contract  whereby  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plain- 
tiff $100  for  obtaining  a  sale  to  him  of  certain  real  property, 
plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  the  commission,  must  show  that  the 
person  produced  as  such  owner  was  willing  to  sell  at  the  stated 
price,  and  able  to  convey  a  merchantable  title.  Anderson  v. 
Johnson  (N.  D.  Sup.  W),  112  N.  W.  139.    Compare  Sec.  290. 

Sec.  823.    Evidence  of  defendant  tending  to  show  that  option 
was  the  only  agreement. 

Where,  in  a  suit  for  a  commission  for  finding  a  purchaser 
for  land,  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  owner  listed  it  with  bro- 
kers, who  listed  it  with  plaintiff's  firm,  with  the  owner's  con- 
sent, the  owner  could  show  that  shortly  before  the  alleged  list- 
ing with  such  brokers,  he  gave  them  an  option  to  purchase  a 
tract,  including  the  land  pn  account  of  which  the  commission 
was  claimed,  as  tending  to  .corroborate  the  owner's  claim  that 
the  option  contract  was  the  only  agreement  between  him  and 
the  brokers.  Sterling  v.  De  Laune  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '07 ),  105 
S.  W.  1169. 

Sec.  824.    Evidence  of  prior  contract  as  to  compensation  com- 
petent where  conflicting. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions, 
where  the  evidence  is  conflicting  as  to  the  rate  of  oompensa- 
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tioiiy  evidence  of  a  prior  contract  between  the  same  parties 
for  the  sale  of  the  same  property  and  of  the  compensation 
therein  agreed  to  be  paid  is  competent.  Cobb  v.  Dunlevie,  63 
W.  Va.  398,  60  S.  E.  384. 

Sec.  825.    AfSrmative  answer  of  purchaser  that  he  was  ready* 
etc.,  not  objectionable  as  an  opinion. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring  a 
purchaser,  the  aflSrmative  answer  of  the  purchaser  procured 
by  the  broker  to  the  question  as  to  whether  he  was  ready, 
willing  and  able  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  sale,  was  not 
objectionable  as  the  opinion  of  a  witness.  Clark  v.  WUsan, 
91  S.  W.  627,  41  Tex.  Civ  App.  450.  Compare  N.  W.  Packing 
Co.  V.  Whitney  (Cal.  App.  W),  89  P.  981. 

Sec.  826.    Qnestion  to  assnmed  principal,  whether  her  husband 
was  acting  as  her  agent,  not  objectionable. 

A  question  addressed  to  an  assumed  principal  in  which  she 
is  asked  whether  her  husband  was  acting  as  her  agent,  is  not 
objectionable  as  calling  for  a  legal  conclusion.  Kna/pp  v. 
Smiih,  27  N.  Y.  277. 

Sec.  827.    Conversations  with  purchaser's  agent  allowable  to 
show  unwillingness  of  purchaser. 

As  tending  to  show  that  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  for 
defendant's  timber,  he  may  testify  as  to  conversations  with 
the  purchaser's  agent,  at  the  appointed  time  and  place  for 
closing  up  the  purchase,  showing  his  unwillingness  to  buy  at 
the  stipulated  terms.  Obenauer  v.  Solomon,  151  Mich.  570, 
115  N.  W.  696,  15  D.  L.  N.  31. 

Sec.  828.    Defendant  may  show  another  agent  employed  by 
him  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 

Where  a  real  estate  agent  sues  for  commissions,  defendant 
is  entitled  to  show  that  the  efforts  of  plaintiff  were  not  the 
procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  and  to  do  this  he  may  introduce 
evidence  to  the  effect  that  the  efforts  of  another  agent  em- 
ployed by  him  were  the  procuring  cause.  Mead  v.  Arnold, 
131  Mo.  App.  214,  110  S.  W.  656.    See  also  Sec.  896. 
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Sec.  829.    Defendant  entitled  to  introduce  in  evidence  letterg 
on  the  question  of  plaintiff's  emplojnnent. 

Plaintiff,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  the 
sale  of  an  office  building,  who  had  for  nine  years  been  defend- 
ant's agent  for  handling  certain  real  estate  for  him,  claimed 
authority,  never  revoked,  to  sell  the  building,  which  defendant 
denied  ever  having  been  given ;  four  years  before  the  sale  they 
had  an  agreement  as  to  plaintiff's  management  of  this  and 
other  property  of  defendant,  and  plaintiff  wrote  defendant  a 
letter  reciting  that,  in  accordance  with  their  conversation  of 
that  date,  he  thereby  stated  his  understanding  of  their  agree- 
ment as  to  commissions  he  was  entitled  to  for  the  mana^ment 
of  defendant's  properties,  the  one  in  question,  with  another, 
being  named,  following  which  were  the  terms,  the  commissions, 
and  the  duties  to  be  performed,  with  no  statement,  however, 
with  respect  to  sales;  defendant's  letter  in  reply  stated  that 
plaintiff's  letter  was  practically  correct,  then  gave  the  detailed 
terms  of  the  employment  of  plaintiff  as  agent,  and  concluded, 
**this  arrangement  is  not  to  be  considered  as  including  a  sale 
of  the  property;  I  reserve  the  right  to  deal  direct  in  case  of 
a  sale."  Held,  that  defendant  was  entitled  to  have  both  let- 
ters introduced  in  evidence  on  the  question  of  employment,  and 
it  was  not  enough  to  admit  the  concluding  paragraph  of  de- 
fendant's letter,  it  losing  much  of  its  effect  when  standing 
alone.  Willard  v.  Ferguson,  110  N.  Y.  S.  909,  125  App.  Div. 
868.     See  also  Sec.  564. 

Sec.  830.    Proof  insufficient  to  support  recovery  for  the  sale 
of  a  house. 

Defendant,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  as 
owner  of  two  semi-detached  houses,  gave  a  broker  a  written 
authority,  without  date,  to  sell  the  property,  without  describ- 
ing it;  defendant  testified  that  the  written  authority  w^as  for 
the  sale  of  the  second  house,  and  that  it  was  g:ven  after  the 
first  house  had  been  sold;  six  disinterested  witnesses  corrobo- 
rated defendant,  and  the  purchaser  of  the  first  house  testified 
that  she  never  saw  the  broker  until  after  she  had  been  nejz:©- 
tiating  with  defendant  personally.  Held,  insufficient  to  sup- 
port a  recovery  of  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale  of  the  first 
house.    Herweg  v.  MolUor,  110  N.  Y.  S.  241,  126  App.  Div.  927. 
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Sec.  831.    Any  parol  evidence  relied  on  to  make  a  binding  con- 
tract must  be  clear  and  decisive. 

Any  parol  evidence  relied  on  to  establish  the  authority  of 
a  broker  to  make  a  binding  contract  must  be  clear  and  deci- 
sive. Stengel  v.  Sergeant  (N.  J  Eq.  '08),  68  A.  1106;  Keim 
V.  O'Reilly,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  418,  34  A.  1073.    See  also  Sec.  18. 

Sec.  831a.    Where  uncertainty  exists  identity  may  be  estab- 
lished  by  evidence. 

When  the  identity  of  a  thing  referred  to  in  a  written  con- 
tract is  left  uncertain,  it  is  proper  to  hear  evidence  to  de- 
termine which  one  of  two  or  more  things  answering  the  de- 
scription was  meant  by  the  parties.  Peahody  v.  Dewey,  51 
111.  App.  260. 

Sec.  832.    Evidence  that  fell  short  of  authorizing  the  agent  to 
sign  a  contract  of  sale. 

After  defendant  had  written  several  letters  to  her  agent  in- 
structing him  to  sell  her  property  for  a  specified  price,  the 
agent  wrote  her  that  several  had  declined  her  proposition,  but 
that  he  was  dealing  with  one  who  would  pay  a  price  less  than 
that  specified;  she  wired  that  she  would  sell  for  a  sum  be- 
tween the  specified  and  offered  prices,  if  a  sale  could  be  made 
before  a  certain  time;  the  agent  sent  the  telegram  to  the  third 
person,  who  replied  that  he  would  not  increase  his  offer,  ask- 
ing the  agent  to  submit  it  again,  and  nothing  more;  this  the 
agent  did,  advising  the  defendant  to  accept  the  offer;  but  she 
instead  of  accepting,  wired  a  third  price  at  which  she  would 
sell;  finally,  upon  the  agent's  informing  her  that  he  could  do 
no  better  than  the  price  offered,  she  telegraphed  him  that  she 
would  sell  for  such  price,  but  would  only  pay  half  the  com- 
missions, and  asked  him  to  wire  in  case  of  acceptance.  Heldy 
that  defendant's  letters  did  not  clearly  authorize  the  agent  to 
make,  himself,  a  contract  of  sale  binding  on  the  principal, 
even  on  the  terms  given  therein.  Stengel  v.  Sergeant  (N.  J. 
Eq.  '08),  68  A.  1106. 

Sec.  833.    Oral  evidence  allowable  to  establish  an  independent 
agreement  to  written  contract. 

A  contract,  where  the  owner  of  real  estate,  in  order  to  in- 
duce an  agent  to  accept  a  stipulated  sum  for  his  services  in 
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effecting  an  exchange,  agreed  to  pay  him  more  if  the  sale 
proved  satisfactory,  could  be  established  by  parol  evidence  as' 
an  independent  agreement,  though  the  stipulation  for  payment 
of  the  first  sum  was  in  writing.  Blair  v.  Slosson,  27  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  403,  66  S.  W,  112;  Bradley  v.  Bower  (Neb.  Sup.  '04), 
99  N.  W.  490. 

Sec.  833a.    Oontract  between  owner  and  purchaser  not  evi- 
dence that  broker  found  purchaser. 

A  written  agreement  by  prospective  purchasers  with  the 
owner  of  land  to  purchase  it  for  a  stated  price  is  not  suffi- 
cient proof,  in  an  action  by  the  real  estate  broker  for  his  com- 
missions, that  he  procured  the  purchasers,  since  that  agree- 
ment is  conclusive  only  between  the  parties  to  it.  Foluisbee 
V.  Sawyer,  157  N.  Y.  196,  51  N.  E.  994. 


Sec.  833b.    Ooort  may  receive  evidence  after  motion  to  dis- 
miss petition  for  failure  of  proof  has  been  made. 

After  plaintiff's  evidence  was  closed  a  motion  to  dismiss  for 
failure  of  proof  was  continued  until  the  following  day,  at 
which  time  plaintiff  offered  to  show  that  his  principal  knew 
of  the  contract  to  divide  commissions.  Held,  that  the  evidence 
should  have  been  received.    Bearing  v.  Sears,  3  N.  Y.  S.  31. 

Sec.  833c.    Evidence  of  contract  material  to  determine  its 
terms. 

Where  the  evidence  was  conflicting  as  to  the  terms  of  a  bro- 
ker's contract,  whether  the  contract,  as  claimed  by  the  broker 
was  harsh  and  unreasonable,  was  material  only  to  determine 
the  terms  of  the  contract  in  fact.  Lee  v.  Conrad  (Iowa  Sup. 
'08),  117  N.  W.  1096. 

Sec.  834.    Declarations  during  the  negotiations  with  purchaser 
are  admissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestae. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  declarations  of  de- 
fendant's agents  as  to  the  broker's  conunissions,  made  at  the 
time  they  were  negotiating  and  closing  the  deal  with  the  pur- 
chaser found  by  the  broker,  are  admissible  as  part  of  the  res 
gestae.  Fritz  v.  Chicago  Grain  &  Ele.  Co,,  136  Iowa,  699,  114 
N.  W.  193;  Mechem  on  Ag.  Sec.  715. 
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Sec.  836.    DeclarationB  of  owner  after  the  sale  inadmiBsible 
as  part  of  the  res  gestae. 

In  an  action  in  interpleader  when  the  issue  between  the  par- 
ties is  as  to  the  right  to  commissions  for  the  sale  of  real  estate, 
the  declarations  of  the  owner  of  the  property  sold,  made  some 
time  after  the  sale  has  been  effected,  and  in  the  absence  of 
defendant  to  the  effect  that  he  thought  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  the  comiinission,  are  inadmissible.  Shipman  v.  Freeh,  3  N. 
Y.  S.  932,  15  Daly,  151. 

Sec.  836.    Declarations. 

The  expression  of  opinions  by  the  court  as  to  the  material- 
ity of  evidence  in  ruling  upon  offers  of  testimony,  are  not 
usually  proper  objects  of  exception,  but  declarations  or  state- 
ments may  be  assumed  by  the  court,  in  the  presence  of  the 
jury,  with  respect  to  its  weight  and  materiality,  as  to  be  prej- 
udicial and  ground  of  exception  by  the  aggrieved  party.  Haug 
V.  Hangan,  51  Minn.  558,  53  N.  W.  874.  An  agent's  authority 
can  not  be  proved  by  his  declarations,  nor  by  his  acts  done 
without  the  knowledge  or  authority  of  his  principal.  Whit- 
ney V.  Lake,  91  Pa.  St.  349;  Eastla-nd  v.  Maney,  36  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  147,  81  S.  W.  574;  Ehrenworih  v.  Putnam  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  1900),  55  S.  W.  190.  A  person,  not  in  actual  possession 
but  authorized  to  sell,  is  a  mere  broker,  and  his  declarations 
can  not  be  admitted  to  affect  the  title  of  his  principal.  Pier 
V.  Duff,  63  Pa.  St.  59.  In  an  action  for  deceit  arising  out 
of  an  exchange  of  properties  through  a  broker  acting  for  de- 
fendant, evidence  that  defendant  stated  that  his  broker  had 
made  a  mean  trade  for  him,  and  that  he  had  made  a  poor 
trade,  warrants  a  finding  that  such  broker  was  acting  for  de- 
fendant in  effecting  the  exchange.  Arnold  v.  Teal,  182  Mass. 
1,  64  N.  E.  413. 

The  question  of  whether  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a 
purchaser  was  the  efficient  cause  of  the  sale,  or  whether  the 
means  employed  by  him  and  his  efforts  resulted  in  a  sale, 
must  be  deduced  from  the  facts  relating  to  the  transaction, 
and  not  from  the  conclusion  of  a  witness.  Oeiger  v.  Riser 
(Colo.  Sup."  10),  107  P.  267. 
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Sec.  837.    Self-serving  declarations  inadmissible  as  evidence. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  by  a  real  estate  broker  on  a 
contract  under  which  it  had  earned  its  commissions,  where  the 
contract  of  sale  was  signed,  defendant's  self-serving  declara- 
tion that  the  payment  of  commissions  was  to  await  the  de- 
livery of  the  deeds  was  of  no  eflPect.  Dike  v.  Haight,  108  N. 
Y.  S.  1066.  In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  a  state- 
ment by  plaintiff  as  to  a  sale  of  the  land,  and  what  he  would 
be  entitled  to,  was  self-serving  and  inadmissible.  Leutschner 
V.  Patrick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W),  103  S.  W.  664. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  the  sale  of  defendant's 
land,  testimony  of  plaintiff  that  he  expected  to  be  paid  for 
the  alleged  services  was  properly  excluded.  Laita  v.  Lockman, 
139  Iowa,  626,  117  N.  W.  962. 

Sec.  838.    Admissions  against  interest. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  defend- 
ant's  admission  that  plaintiff  procured  the  sale,  as  appears  in 
the  contract  between  the  vendor  and  purchaser,  was  evidence 
for  the  plaintiff.    Dike  v.  Hmght,  108  N.  Y.  S.  1066. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  on  a  sale 
of  real  estate,  defendant's  answer  admitted,  the  employment 
of  plaintiff  as  a  broker,  and  it  appeared  that  the  contract  of 
exchange  of  properties  negotiated  by  plaintiff  was  signed 
through  his  efforts,  these  facts  took  the  case  out  of  the  purview 
of  the  Penal  Act  making  it  a  misdemeanor  for  one  to  offer 
real  estate  for  sale  without  written  authority.  Hough  v.  Bald- 
win, 99  N.  Y.  S.  545,  50  Misc.  546. 

In  a  broker's  action  for  compensation,  declarations  against 
interest  by  one  who  would  share  in  the  broker's  commissions, 
and  was  therefore  beneficially  interested  in  the  result  of  the  ac- 
tion, were  admissible  in  evidence.  Kintujune  v.  Conroy  (Wash. 
Sup.  '09),  101  P.  223. 


CHAPTER  XIII. 
ESTOPPELS. 

Sec.  839.    Estoppel  by  representations  or  conduct. 

One  may  be  estopped  by  his  representations  or  conduct  from 
repudiating  a  transaction.  Christeiisen  v.  Wooley,  41  ^lo.  App. 
53 ;  Butcher  v.  Empire  League,  113  N.  Y.  S.  1083. 

Sec.  840.    Objecting  on  one  ground  estopped  to  set  up  another. 

Where  defendant  authorized  a  .broker  to  sell  certain  lots 
for  $1,800  cash,  and  the  broker  sold  for  $50  cash,  and  the  re- 
mainder on  delivery  of  the  deed  and  abstract,  but  defendant 
refused  to  complete  the  sale,  claiming  that  the  authorization  was 
$1,800  net  to  him,  without  deduction  of  the  broker's  commis- 
sions, the  defendant  was  estopped  subsequently  to  assert,  in 
an  action  brought  by  the  broker  to  recover  compensation  for 
his  services,  that  he  was  not  bound  to  pay  the  broker,  because 
the  sale  did  not  comply  with  his  instructions  as  to  payment 
of  price.  Donley  v.  Porter,  119  Iowa,  542,  93  N.  W.  574; 
Mooney  v.  Elder,  56  N.  Y.  238;  Rm'licay  Co.  v.  McCarthy,  96 
U.  S.  258,  2^7;  Fuller  v.  Brady,  22  111.  App.  174;  Fiske  v. 
Sinle,  87  Cal.  313,  25  P.  430;  Crouse  v.  Bhodes,  50  111.  App. 
120;  Johnson  v.  Wright,  124  Iowa,  61,  99  N.  W.  103. 

In  other  jurisdictions  it  is  held  that  unless  the  broker  has 
suflPered  injury  by  reason  of  the  defendant  not  objecting  at 
the  time  upon  the  ground  subsequently  sought  to  be  asserted, 
the  defendant  may  still  avail  himself  of  the  defense.  The 
List  &  Son  Co.  v.  Chase,  80  O.  St.  42 ;  Peters  v.  Anderson,  88 
Va.  1051,  14  S.  E..974;  Provident  Tr.  Co.  v.  Darraugh,  168 
Ind.  29,  78  N.  E.  1030;  Stearns  v.  Jennings,  128  Wis.  379, 
107  N.  W.  327. 

Defendant,  who  contracted  to  pay  plaintiff  a  certain  amount 
broker's  commissions  if  plaintiff  would  buy  for  him  the  coal 
on  a  certain  farm,  is  not  estopped  to  assert,  as  against  plain- 
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tiflp's  claim  for  commissions,  that  one  of  the  owners  was  an 
infant,  so  that  a  binding  contract  for  the  sale  of  all  the  coal 
which  was  contemplated  was  not  obtained;  he  not  having  em- 
ployed plaintiff  with  knowledge  of  the  infancy  of  such  owner, 
though  he  had  not  based  his  refusal  to  carry  out  the  contract 
of  purchase  on  such  infancy.  Mitchell  v.  Weddington  (Ky. 
Ct.  App.  '09),  122  S.  W.  802. 

Sec.  841.  Owners  estopped  to  claim  that  because  they  refused 
to  carry  out  agreement  there  was  no  sale. 

Where  the  owners  of  real  estate  agreed  to  sell  to  a  purchaser 
procured  by  their  broker,  and  the  purchaser  paid  $10  of  the 
price,  the  owners  were  estopped,  when  sued  for  commissions 
for  making  the  sale  to  assert  that  because  they  subsequently 
refused  to  carry  out  their  agreement  there  was  no  sale.  Omn- 
nup  V.  Sibert,  106  Mo.  App.  709,  80  S.  W.  589.  See  also  Sec. 
861. 

Sec.  842.  After  acceptance  of  purchaser  owner  can  not  object 
to  pay  broker  on  account  of  purchaser's  inability  to  pay 
for  the  property. 

One  who  employs  a  broker  to  negotiate  a  sale  can  not,  in 
an  action  for  the  commissions,  avail  himself  of  the  objection 
that  the  customer  is  unable  to  pay  for  the  premises,  if  the 
vendor  has  accepted  the  customer  as  satisfactory,  and  has  con- 
veyed the  premises  to  him.  Travis  v.  Oraham,  48  N.  Y.  S. 
736,  23  App.  Div.  214.     Compare  Sees.  694,  726. 

Sec.  843.    Owner  estopped  to  say  contract  too  indefinite. 

An  offer  to  buy  290,000  feet  of  land  to  be  taken  from  a 
parcel  containing  500,000  feet,  said  290,000  feet  to  be  divided 
as  to  front  and  back  lands  from  the  whole  parcel  as  nearly 
equal  as  is  possible,  where  accepted  by  the  owner  of  the  land, 
entitles  the  broker  employed  to  find  a  purchaser  therefor  to 
his  commissions,  and  the  owner  will  not  be  heard  to  say  it  is 
too  indefinite.     Monk  v.  Parker,  180  Mass.  246,  63  N.  E.  793. 

Sec.  844.  Purchaser  who  paid  money  to  vendor's  agent 
estopped  to  deny  the  latter  represented  him. 

A  purchaser  who  paid  money  to  a  real  estate  agent  employed 
by  his  vendor  to  induce  the  agent  to  assist  him  m  the  trans- 
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action  is  estopped  to  deny  that  the  agent  is  his  agent,  when 
suit  is  subsequently  brought  by  the  vendor  to  reform  the  deed 
which  was  drawn  by  the  agent  for  both  parties,  wherein  a 
reservation  of  growing  crops  was  by  mistake  omitted,  since 
the  mistake  of  the  agent  ia  the  mistake  of  both  principals. 
Warrick  v.  Smith,  137  111.  504,  27  N.  E.  709;  Seymour  v. 
Slide,  etc.,  Gold  Mines,  42  Fed.  633.    See  also  Sec.  258. 

Sec.  845.    Receipt  of  $300  estopped  owner  to  say  contract  of 
agency  was  invalid. 

Plaintiff,  vendee,  who  brought  suit  against  agents  to  re- 
cover money  paid  on  an  invalid  contract  of  sale,  can  take 
nothing  by  the  fact  that  the  appointment  of  the  agent  to  sell 
the  land  was  verbal;  the  receipt  of  $300  by  the  owners  would 
estop  them  to  deny  the  agency.  Bogart  v.  Crosby,  80  Cal.  195, 
22  P.  84;  Morris  v.  TerrUl,  2  Rand.  (Va.),  6. 

Sec.  846.    In  a  suit  against  broker  to  account,  vendor  estopped 
to  allege  invalidity  of  sale. 

Wliere  a  vendor  of  land  instituted  a  suit  against  his  agents, 
real  estate  brokers,  to  recover  a  part  of  the  purchase  money 
in  their  hands  and  retained  by  them  as  commissions,  he  was 
thereby  estopped  to  allege  the  invalidity  of  the  sale  as  against 
said  brokers,  and  therefore  it  was  immaterial  to  inquire  whether 
such  sale  was  or  was  not  valid  under  the  statute  of  frauds. 
Christensen  v.  Wooley,  41  Mo.  App.  53. 

Sec.  847.    Principal  estopped  to  claim  rent  paid  by  tenant  to 
purchaser. 

"Where  a  general  agent,  having  power  to  sell  a  piece  of  land, 
limited  only  in  the  method  of  payment,  and  the  agent  having 
control  of  a  building  on  the  land,  upon  a  sale  of  the  land  at 
public  auction,  announces,  in  the  presence  of  a  tenant,  that 
the  purchaser,  after  a  named  date,  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
rents,  and  the  special  agent,  upon  the  payment  for  a  part  of 
the  time  to  the  purchaser,  expresses  approval  of  it,  the  prin- 
cipal is  estopped  from  claiming  rent  paid  to  such  purchaser  by 
such  tenant.    Knox  v.  Barnett,  18  Fla.  594. 
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Sec.  848.    Parties  discovering  double  agency  pending  n^otia- 
tions  and  not  dissenting  thereto  estopped. 

If  pending  negotiations  the  parties  discover  the  douhle 
agency  of  the  broker,  and,  without  objecting,  go  on  and,  never- 
theless, consummate  the  transaction,  they  can  not,  by  reason 
thereof,  refuse  to  pay  commissions.  ■  Cassaday  v.  Carrahan, 
119  Iowa,  500,  93  N.  W.  386. 

Sec.  849.    Bank  receiving  benefits  estopped  to  deny  authority 
to  sell. 

Where  a  bank  agrees  to  pay  a  real  estate  broker  a  commis- 
sion on  the  sale  of  land  it  can  not  set  up  as  a  defense  that, 
under  the  law  of  the  State  in  which  the  land  is  situate  a  bank 
is  prohibited  from  dealing  in  real  estate,  where  it  has  availed 
itself  of  the  benefits  of  the  sale.  Church  v.  Johnson,  93  Iowa, 
544,  61  N.  W.  916. 

Sec.  850.    Vendee  knowing  of  fraud  of  agent  can  not  insist 
on  the  validity  of  the  sale. 

Where  one  takes  a  conveyance  from  an  agent  authorized  to 
sell  and  convey  land,  knowing  of  the  fraud  or  breach  of  trust 
of  the  agent,  he  can  not  insist  on  the  validity  of  the  sale. 
Morris  v.  Terrill,  2  Rand.  (Va.)  6.     See  also  Sec.  845. 

Sec.  861.    Landlord  estopped  to  deny  agent's  authority  to  ac- 
cept waiver  of  privilege  of  renewal. 

Where  a  landlord  accepted  the  waiver  of  the  tenant's  privi- 
lege of  renewal,  procured  by  his  agent  from  the  tenant,  he 
was  estopped  to  deny  the  agent's  authority  in  the  premises. 
No.  121  Madison  Ave,  v.  Osgood,  18  N.  Y.  S.  126. 

Sec.  862.    Broker  not  estopped  by  error  to  plead  incorrectness. 

The  delay  of  a  broker  to  complain  of  an  order  in  regard 
to  his  commissions  on  a  sale  made  by  him  for  the  receiver  of 
an  insolvent  bank,  does  not  estop  him  from  asserting  its  in- 
correctness, in  the  absence  of  prejudice  occasioned  thereby. 
Peters  v.  Anderson,  88  Va.  1051,  14  S.  E.  974,  See  also 
Sec.  840. 
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Sec.  863.  Agent  not  estopped  to  claim  commissions  because 
memo,  of  agreement  described  defendant  as  owner  of 
property  to  be  sold. 

An  agent  under  a  contract  to  sell  real  estate  on  commis- 
sion is  not  estopped  from  claiming  his  commissions  because  the 
memorandum  of  the  agreement  describes  defendant  as  the 
owner  of  the  property  to  be  sold.    Condee  v.  Barton,  62  Cal.  1. 

Sec.  854.  Seller  estopped  to  allege  its  representative  had  no 
authority  to  employ  a  broker. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  makes  a  sale,  the  seller  accept- 
ing the  sale  and  claiming  benefits  thereunder  is  precluded 
from  setting  up,  as  against  the  broker's  claim  for  commissions, 
the  want  of  authority  in  its  representative  to  employ  such 
broker.  Watkhis  Land  Mtge,  Co.  v.  Thetford  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'06),  96  S.  W.  72. 

Sec.  866.  Principal  not  estopped  to  show  commissions  not  to 
be  paid  for  until  contract  fully  completed. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  purchasers  of 
land,  a  letter  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  stating  that 
they  had  not  received  all  the  earnest  money,  part  of  it  remain- 
ing in  escrow  in  the  bank  until  it  should  be  determined  if 
they  were  entitled  to  it,  and  that  they  would  pay  the  balance 
as  soon  as  they  received  that  amount,  did  not  constitute  an 
estoppel  against  a  claim  by  the  defendants  that  they  were  not 
to*  pay  commissions  until  the  contract  was  fully  completed. 
Tracey  Land  Co,  v.  Polk  Co,  Ld,  &  Loan  Co,,  131  Iowa,  40, 
107  N.  W.  1029. 

Sec.  866.  Joint  owner  not  repudiating  agent's  fraud,  estc^ped 
to  deny  connection  therewith. 

A  joint  owner  of  real  estate  who  consents  to  a  listing  there- 
of by  his  co-owner  with  real  estate  agents  for  sale,  receives 
part  of  the  consideration,  and  never  repudiates  the  sale  made 
by  the  agents,  after  discovering  that  they  were  guilty  of  fraud, 
is  estopped  to  deny  connection  with  the  fraud,  but  will  be  held 

« 

liable  only  to  the  extent  of  the  benefit  actually  received.    Alger 
V.  Anderson,  78  Fed.  729.    See  also  See.  329. 
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Sec.  867.    Brokers  purchasing  bonds,  pretending  to  act  for 
third  parties,  estopped,  when  found  worthless,  to  recover. 

PlaintiflPs,  as  brokers,  entered  into  a  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  certain  bonds,  claiming  to  act  for  an  undisclosed  prin- 
cipal, and  stipulating  that  they  should  in  no  manner  be  held 
liable  on  the  contract,  which,  as  they  had  reason  to  believe, 
was  made  by  defendant  under  a  misapprehension  as  to  the 
value  of  the  bonds;  in  fact,  they  were  acting  for  themselves, 
and  there  was  no  other  principal.  Held,  that  they  could  not 
maintain  an  action  on  the  contract,  not  as  agents  for  an  undis- 
closed principal,  because  no  such  principal  existed,  nor  as 
principal,  because  by  their  fraudulent  misrepresentation  they 
had  secured  immunity  from  liability  on  the  contract  as  such, 
and  estopped  themselves  from  claiming  rights  which  were  cor- 
relative with  such  liability.  Paifie  v.  Loeb,  96  Fed.  164,  37 
C.  C.  A.  434. 

Sec.  868.    Equitable  owner  estopped  to  deny  agent's  au- 
thority. 

A  contract  of  sale  of  realty  was  made  by  one  having  no  title 
nor  authority  in  writing  to  execute  such  an  instrument;  the 
attorney  for  the  purchaser  was  informed  by  the  equitable  owner 
that  such  person  was  authorized  to  sell,  and  was  directed  to  see 
him  in  reference  to  the  matter.  Held,  under  code  of  civil 
procedure,  that  such  statement  was  a  ratification  of  the  agent's 
authority  which  estopped  the  equitable  owner  from  denying  it. 
Oregg  v.  Carey,  4  Cal.  App.  354,  88  P.  282. 

Sec.  869.    Broker's  silence  ineffective  to  estop  from  recovering 
commissions. 

Where  defendant,  a  real  estate  broker,  contracted  to  pay 
plaintiff;  another  broker,  one  dollar  per  acre  if  he  would  fur- 
nish a  purchaser  for  a  certain  farm  at  $37.50  per  acre,  includ- 
ing the  crops,  and  defendant,  with  full  knowledge  of  plaintiff's 
rights  thereunder,  voluntarily  sold  the  farm  for  $35  per  acre, 
without  the  crops,  to  a  purchaser  furnished  by  plaintiff,  the 
latter  was  not  estopped  by  his  silence,  after  introducing  such 
purchaser  and  defendant  had  informed  him  of  the  rise  in  the 
price,  to  claim  full  commissions  on  the  subsequent  oonsumma- 
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tion  of  the  sale.    Provident  Tr,  Co.  v.  Darraugh,  168  Ind.  29, 
78  N.  E.  1030.    See  also  Sec.  115. 

Sec.  860.  Broker  turning  property  over  to  another  to  sell, 
estopped  to  claim  commissioxui  on  gale  by  latter. 

An  agent  for  the  sale  of  lands  who  turns  the  property  over 
to  another  to  sell,  with  consent  of  the  owner,  and  thereafter 
does  nothing  to  effect  a  sale,  IcMses  his  right  to  a  commission, 
not  on  the  ground  of  assignment,  but  because  of  a  waiver  of 
his  right  to  make  a  sale;  and  he  is  estopped  to  assert  any  in- 
terest in  the  commissions  resulting  from  the  sale  made  by  the 
other.    Munson  v.  Mabon,  135  Iowa,  335,  112  N.  W.  775. 

Sec.  861.  Owner  concluding  sale  with  purchaser  furnished  by 
broker  estopped  to  claim  it  was  done  independently. 

Where  defendants  gave  plaintiff  an  option  to  effect  a  sale 
of  coal  properties,  if  sold  within  a  certain  time,  on  a  stipu- 
lated commission,  and  agreed  to  aissist  plaintiff  in  the  sale 
thereof,  defendants  will  not  be  heard  to  say  that  a  sale  to  one 
with  whom  plaintiff  was  negotiating,  made  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  option,  was  the  result  of  their  independent  ef- 
forts. Wells  V.  Hocking  Valley  Coal  Co,,  137  Iowa  526,  114 
N.  W.  1076.    See  also  Sec.  841. 

Sec.  862.  When  action  tried  on  theory  of  written  contract, 
estopped  on  appeal  to  claim  it  was  verbal 

Where  an  action  was  tried  by  both  parties  on  the  theory  that 
the  contract  sued  on  was  a  written  one,  and  defendant  requested 
several  instructions  which  so  stated,  he  could  not,  on  appeal,  be 
heard  to  contend  that  the  contract  was  verbal.  McDermott  v. 
Mahoney  (Iowa  Sup.  '06),  106  N.  W.  925. 

Sec.  862a.  That  broker  and  purchaser  conspired  to  defraud 
vendor  did  not  estop  the  purchaser  to  sue  for  misrepre- 
sentation as  to  the  acreage  purchased. 

That  vendor's  broker,  the  purchaser  and  another  conspired 
to  defraud  vendor  by  retaining  a  part  of  the  price,  did  not 
estop  the  purchaser  to  sue  the  vendor  for  the  broker's  misrep- 
resentation as  to  acreage.  Farris  v.  Oilder  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  115  S.  W.  645. 
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Sec.  862b.    Oonspiracy  of  parties  to  sale  to  deprive  broker  of 
commissioiis. 

It  is  immaterial  to  a  real  estate  agent's  rights  to  a  commis- 
sion on  a  sale  procured  by  him  that  he  did  not  obtain  an  offer 
for  his  principal  on  terms  as  good  as  those  on  which  the  sale 
was  made,  where  the  parties  to  the  sale  conspired  to  deprive 
him  of  his  commissions.  Lipscomb  v.  Mastin  (Mo.  App.  10), 
125  S.  W.  U77. 


CHAPTEE  XIV. 

SECTION.  SECTION. 

863.  DismiBaal,  when  proper.  866.    Prima  facie  case. 

864.  DismiBsal,  when  error.  867-873.     Issues. 

865.  Non-suit.  874-887a.    Variances. 

Sec.  863.    Dismissal  of  action,  when  proper. 

A  motion  to  direct  a  verdict  for  defendant  without  special 
ground,  should  be  granted  where  the  plaintiff's  evidence 
wholly  fails  to  show  such  performance  on  his  part  as  is  neces- 
sary to  entitle  him  to  recover.  Oerding  v.  Haskins,  141  N.  T. 
514,  36  N.  E.  601.  Where  an  action  is  brought  to  recover  com- 
missions on  a  loan  which  a  certain  person  is  alleged  to  have 
negotiated  for  defendants,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  such 
person  was  authorized  to  act  as  defendant's  agent  in  the  trans- 
action, the  action  will  be  dismissed,  without  being  submitted  to 
the  jury.    McLaughU7i  v.  Ranger,  66  N.  Y.  S.  450,  32  Misc.  732. 

Sec.  864.    Dismissal  of  action,  when  error. 

Evidence  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  the  sale 
of  real  estate,  was  held  to  show  that  the  owner  had  reasonable 
cause  to  believe  that  the  party  to  whom  he  sold  the  property 
was  sent  to  him  by  the  agent,  so  as  to  render  it  error  to  dismiss 
the  case.    Henninger  v.  Burch,  90  Minn.  43,  95  N.  W.  578. 

Sec.  866.    Non-suit. 

In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  to  show  that  the  sale  by  de- 
fendant to  his  brother  and  the  subsequent  conveyance  by  him 
to  B.,  was  done  to  defraud  plaintiff  of  his  commissions,  he  could 
not  recover  them  from  defendant.  Bemiett  v.  Kidder,  5  Daly, 
(N.  Y.)   512;  Ham  v.  Weber,  43  N.  Y.  S.  1059,  19  Misc.  485. 

Sec.  866.    Prima  facie  case. 

Testimony  that  a  deed  was  tendered  to  the  principal,  ''in  pur- 
suance of  an  agreement  between"  the  parties,  is  sufficient  prima 
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facie,  to  sustain  a  fmding  that  it  was  delivered  within  thirty 
days.  Beehe  v.  Roberts,  3  E.  J),  Smith  (N.  T.)  194.  A  con- 
tract of  sale  signed  by  the  purchaser,  unilateral  when  tendered 
to  the  vendor,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  purchaser's  readi- 
ness and  willingness  to  buy.  Flynn  v.  Jordal,  124  Iowa  457, 
100  N.  W.  325.  Evidence  by  plaintiflP  that  he  did  business  as  a 
real  estate  agent,  though  he  assisted  in  the  foundry  business, 
and  that  the  usual  commissions  allowed  such  agents  for  selling 
property  of  the  character  in  suit  was  five  per  cent.,  was  compe- 
tent as  prima  facie  evidence  of  value.  Ashby  v.  Holmes,  68 
Mo.  App.  23.  Proof  that  a  party  has  executed  a  formal  con- 
tract to  convey  certain  property  in  exchange  for  other,  is  suffi- 
cient prima  facie  evidence  of  his  title  thereto,  in  an  action  by  a 
broker  for  commissions  in  effecting  an  exchange.  Muscovitz  v. 
Hornberger,  46  N.  Y.  S.  462,  20  Misc.  558. 

Sec.  867.    Issue  as  to  which  of  several  broken  effected  a  sale. 

On  the  issue  of  which  of  several  rival  brokers  effected  a 
sale  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  commissions,  it  is  proper  to  show 
by  the  purchaser  his  state  of  mind  regarding  the  purchase  after 
he  had  left  the  broker  claiming  the  commission.  McOuire  v. 
Carlson,  61  111.  App.  696. 

Sec.  868.    Issue  as  to  whether  defendant  agre€4  to  pay  plain- 
tiff twenty-five  cents  per  acre  and  five  per  cent,  on  balance. 

In  an  action  for  a  balance  claimed  to  be  due  for  selling  a  large 
tract  of  land  for  defendant,  where  the  issue  is  whether  defendant 
agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  the  sum  of  twenty-five  cents  per  acre  and 
a  commission  of  five  per  cent,  on  the  balance,  the  testimony  of  a 
real  estate  agent  is  competent  to  show  that  the  compensation 
claimed  by  plaintiff  is  reasonable  and  not  unusual.  Greer  v. 
Laws,  56  Ark.  37,  18  S.  W.  1038. 

Sec.  869.    Issue  as  to  indebtedness  existing  at  beginning  of 
action  for  uxidisclosed  services. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  the  only  allegation 
in  plaintiff's  complaint,  showing  the  liability  of  defendant,  was 
that  within  two  years  prior  thereto  the  defendant  became  in- 
debted to  plaintiff's  assignor  in  a  certain  sum  for  services  ren- 
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dered  by  him  to  the  defendant  at  his  special  instance  and 
request.  Held,  that  the  only  issue  tendered  by  the  plaintiff 
was  the  indebtedness  existing  at  the  time  the  action  was  com- 
menced for  certain  undisclosed  services^  and  on  that  issue  it 
was  competent  for  defendant  to  offer,  and  for  the  court  to 
consider,  any  evidence  which  would  tend  to  show  that,  even 
though  the  services  were  rendered,  they  did  not  create  an  in- 
debtedness against  the  defendant,  and  defendant's  failure  to 
set  up  in  answer,  as  a  defense,  that  the  assignor  had  received  a 
commission  from  the  purchaser,  did  not  preclude  him  from 
offering  evidence  thereof,  or  the  court  from  considering  its  ef- 
fect. Raner's  Law  dk  Coll,  Co.  v.  Bradbury,  3  Cal.  App.  256, 
84  P.  1007.    Compare  Sec.  678. 

Sec.  870.    Issue  in  action  for  commissions  for  sale  of  real  estate 
to  stock  company. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale  of  land,  the 
petition  alleged  that  the  land  was  placed  in  plaintiffs'  hands 
by  a  written  contract  of  sale  at  the  price  of  $50,000,  and  that 
they  were  to  receive  ten  per  cent,  commission  on  the  amount 
realized  by  the  defendant,  to  be  paid  when  the  purchase  price 
was  received,  whether  the  land  was  sold  directly  or  through 
the  organization  of  a  stock  company  and  the  money  value  of 
the  lands  realized  by  a  sale  of  the  stock;  that  a  mining  com- 
pany was  organized  to  which  defendant  conveyed  the  land,  re- 
ceiving practically  all  of  the  stock  of  the  company,  the  par 
value  of  which  was  $150,000,  that  defendant  had  received 
$100,000  from  the  sale  of  the  stock,  on  which  amount  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  commissions.  Held,  that  plaintiffs  were 
not  entitled  to  show  that  after  selling  300  shares  of  stock  at 
33  1/3  cents  on  the  dollar,  and  having  a  purchaser  ready  to 
buy  all  the  stock  at  that  figure,  defendant  raised  the  price  to 
forty  cents,  the  action  not  being  for  damages  for  breach  of 
contract,  but  proceeding  on  the  theory  of  an  actual  sale.  Cos- 
grove  V.  Leonard  Mer.  &  Realty  Co.,  175  Mo.  100,  74  S.  W.  986. 

Sec.  871.    Issue  as  to  procuring  cause  of  sale,  what  not  con- 
trolling. 

The  fact  that  plaintiff  did  not  inform  defendant  that  the 
purchaser  was  his  customer  before  the  sale,  was  not  controlling 
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on  the  issue  as  to  whether  plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause 
of  the  sale  to  him.  Metcalfe  v.  Gordon,  83  N.  Y.  S.  806,  86 
App.  Div.  368. 

Sec.  871a.    To  avoid  a  contract  issue  must  be  presented  by  the 
pleadings. 

A  land  contract  entered  into  by  the  purchaser's  agent  can 
not  be  avoided  by  the  purchaser,  in  a  suit  to  enforce  the  pur- 
chase  money  notes,  because  the  agent  also  represented  the 
vendor,  where  that  fact  was  not  presented  in  the  pleadings. 
A7id€rson  v.  Creston  Land  Co.,  96  Va.  257,  31  S.  E.  82. 

Sec.  872.    Issue  presented  by  amendment  to  answer  false  and 
misleading. 

On  the  trial  of  a  cause  the  defendant  obtained  leave  to  amend 
his  answer  by  alleging  **that  after  making  the  sales  named 
they  (plaintiffs)  complained  that  the  prices  were  too  high,  as 
named  by  defendant,  and  made  no  effort  to  sell  the  same,  but 
neglected  the  same  to  the  defendant's  damage  and  injury."  Heldf 
that  the  matter  involved  in  the  amendment,  not  being  perti- 
nent to  the  case,  was  calculated  to  raise  a  false  issue  and  dis- 
tract the  attention  of  the  jury  from  the  real  questions  for  their 
determination.     Marshall  v.  Oohel,  32  Neb.  9,  48  N.  W.  898. 

Sec.  873.    Issue  whether  authority  to  make  a  sale  was  subject 
to  wife's  approval. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  making  a  sale 
of  realty,  where  the  defense  set  up  in  the  answer  was,  that  the 
broker  was  employed  to  sell  the  property  upon  the  express 
understanding  that  any  sale  of  the  property  would  be  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  owner's  wife,  and  that  the  wife  did  not 
consent  to  the  sale  made  by  the  broker,  but  disapproved  of  it, 
and  refused  to  sign  the  deed,  the  issue  to  be  determined  was 
not,  whether  the  sale  made  by  the  broker  was  subject  to  the 
wife 's  approval,  but  rather,  whether  or  not  authority  to  make  a 
sale  was  conditioned  upon  the  wife 's  approval.  Baker  &  Co.  ▼• 
DeVitt  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  110  S.  W.  528. 
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Sec.  874.    Variance,  broker  can  not  declare  as  for  perform- 
ance and  recover  damages  for  breach. 

Under  a  written  agreement  of  a  land  owner  to  pay  a  broker  a 
certain  sum  if  he  should  send  or  cause  to  be  sent  to  the  land 
owner  a  person  with  whom  the  latter  **may  see  fit  and  proper  to 
effect  a  sale  or  exchange  of  the  land,"  the  broker  can  not  re- 
cover the  sum  stipulated  without  proof  of  the  sale  or  exchange 
of  the  land,  nor  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  services  in  negotia- 
tions for  such  sale  or  exchange,  without  proof  that  such  nego-  * 
tiations  were  rendered  fruitless  by  the  fault  of  the  land  owner. 
Walker  v.  Tirrell,  101  Mass.  257 ;  Drury  v.  Newman,  99  Mass. 
256. 

Sec.  875.    On  claim  for  selling  property,  broker  can  not  re- 
cover as  a  middleman. 

A  complaint  which  alleged  that  complainants  were  real  estate 
brokers  and  that  defendant,  well  knowing  the  fact,  gave  them 
an  option  on  his  property  and  agreed  to  pay  a  commission  for 
their  services  in  case  of  a  sale,  and  that  they  procured  a  pur- 
chaser, and  in  pursuance  of  negotiations  initiated  by  them  a 
sale  Was  effected,  stated  a  cause  of  action  on  the  theory  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  brokers,  and  hence  they  could  not  recover  on 
proof  that  they  were  mere  middlemen.  Southack  v.  Lane,  65 
N.  Y.  S.  629,  32  M.  141 ;  Walker  v.  Osgood,  98  Mass.  348. 

Sec.  876.    In  order  to  take  advantage  of  variance  defendant 
must  make  timely  objection. 

In  order  to  take  advantage  of  a  variance  between  the  allega- 
tions of  a  petition  and  the  proof,  defendant  must  make  objec- 
tion in  the  trial  court  to  the  introduction  of  evidence  on  that 
ground  and  show  by  affidavit,  in  what  respect  he  has  been 
misled  thereby.  Fisher,  etc.,  R.  E.  Co.  v.  Staed  R.  Co.,  159  ^lo. 
562,  62  S.  W.  443 ;  Gregg  v.  Loomis,  22  Neb.  174,  34  N.  W.  355. 

Sec.  877.    Allegation  to  pay  6  per  cent,  on  any  amount,  not 
sustained  by  evidence  if  sold  for  $6,000. 

An  allegation  that  defendant  agreed  to  pay  5  per  cent,  on 
the  amount  for  which  he  should  sell  the  mill  of  defendant. 
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whatever  it  might  amount  to,  is  not  sustained  by  evidence  that 
defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  5  per  cent,  if  he  would  sell 
the  mill  for  $5,000;  and  this  forms  a  fatal  variance  between 
the  contract  declared  on  and  that  proved.  Menifee  v.  HigginSy 
57  111.  50. 

Sec.  878.    Allegation  that  rights  sold  comprised  60,000  acres 
not  sustained  by  proof  of  35,000. 

Counts  in  a  complaint  alleged  that  plaintiff  acted  for  a  third 
person  in  a  sale  to  defendant  of  turpentine  rights  belonging 
to  a  third  person;  that  the  rights  sold  extended  to  the  trees 
comprised  in  50,000  acres,  that  the  consideration  promised  to 
defendant  wc ::  a  net  price  per  acre,  to  be  paid  to  the  third  per- 
son, and  commissions  to  be  paid  to  plaintiff;  the  evidence 
showed  that  what  was  actually  sold  was  the  third  person's  tur- 
pentine rights  then  owned  within  a  described  territory  said  to 
contain  ,50,000  acres,  less  3,000  acres  reserved,  together  with 
such  turpentine  rights  within  that  territory  as  might  be  ac- 
quired by  the  third  person  within  a  fixed  period;  the  rights 
so  owned  and  sold,  including  subsequent  acquisitions  did  not 
extend  to  land  exceeding  35,000  acres.  Held,  a  fatal  variance 
between  the  allegations  and  the  proof.  Moses  v.  Bevetiy,  137 
Ala.  473,  34  S.  825. 

Sec.  879.    No  variance  between  allegation  for  fee  on  cost  of 
houses,  and  proof  including  the  grounds. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions  the 
declaration  alleged  that  plaintiff  rendered  services  in  procur- 
ing for  defendants  a  contract  for  the  erection  of  a  number  of 
houses,  and  that  defendants  agreed  to  pay  him  a  commission 
of  one  per  cent,  of  *'the  amount  of  the  contract  price  for  the 
erection  of  said  houses.''  Plaintiff  claimed  commissions  on  the 
sum,  which  the  evidence  showed  incluaed  both  the  cost  of  the 
houses  and  of  the  lands  on  which  they  were  erected,  this  entire 
sum  being  secured  by  mortgage  to  defendants  from  the  other 
party  to  the  contract;  the  contract  for  commissions  was  oraL 
and  plaintiff  testified  that  both  parties  understood  that  the  com- 
mission was  to  be  calculated  on  the  total  amount  of  the  mort- 
gages.   Held,  that  there  was  no  material  variance  between  the 
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pleadings  and  the  proof.  Richards  v.  Rickman,  5  Pennewill 
(Del.)  558,  64  A.  238;  Smith  v.  Sharp  (Ala.  Sup.  '09),  50 
S.  381. 

Sec.  879a.    Slight  excess  in  acreage  not  a  material  variance. 

Findings  of  fact  in  an  action  for  commissions  for  the  sale 
of  land,  that  the  purchasers  to  whom  the  agent  sold  took  320 
acres,  did  not  limit  the  amount  of  land  sold  to  320  acres  so 
as  to  defeat  the  action,  the  authority  being  to  sell  327  acres, 
where,  in  answer  to  another  question,  if  there  was  an  excess 
over  320  acres,  to  state  how  many  acres  of  such  excess  each 
of  the  purchasers  agreed  to  take,  the  jury  found  that  one  pur- 
chaser agreed  to  take  3^^  acres,  and  another  3%  acres.  Howell 
V,  Denton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  113  S.  W.  314. 

Sec.  880.    Agreement  for  sale  and  proof  of  an  exchange,  not  a 
fatal  variance. 

Where  a  declaration  alleges  an  agreement  on  a  ''sale"  of 
real  estate,  proof  of  an  exchange  of  the  property  is  not  a  fatal 
variance,  if  defendant  is  not  misled.  Whitaker  v.  Engle,  111 
Mich.  205,  69  N.  W.  493;  Park  v.  Tmime  (S.  D.  Sup.  '08), 
116  N.  W.  1123 ;  Clark  v.  Allen,  125  Cal.  276,  57  P.  985. 

Sec.  880a,    No  material  variance   between   allegations   and 
proof. 

There  is  no  material  variance  between  the  petition,  in  an 
action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  which  alleges  his  employ- 
ment to  procure  a  purchaser  for  a  specified  commission,  the 
procurement  of  a  purchaser,  and  the  subsequent  sale  of  the 
land  to  him,  and  the  evidence,  which  shows  that  the  owner  and 
the  purchaser  procured  by  the  broker  entered  into  an  enforce- 
able contract  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of  the  land,  and  that 
the  owner  failed  to  perform,  though  the  purchaser  was  ready 
and  willing;  the  word  ''sale"  not  being  limited  to  a  transaction 
where  the  legal  title  is  conveyed  to  the  purchaser.  Sanderson 
V.  Wellsford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  382. 

See.  881.    No  variance  where  plaintiff  was  to  be  paid  $60  for 
services  and  proof  of  2  per  cent,  on  $3,000. 

There  is  no  variance  between  the  pleadings  and  proof,  where 
the  petition  avers  that  plaintiff  was  to  receive  $60  for  his 
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services,  if  he  assisted  in  selling  certain  realty,  and  the  proof 
of  plaintiff  shows  that  he  was  to  receive  two  per  cent,  on  the 
amount  for  which  the  property  should  be  sold  or  exchanged, 
and  that  it  was  sold  for  $3,000.  Rembolz  v.  Bennett,  86  Mo. 
App.  174. 

Sec.  882.    Claim  for  given  sum  and  proof  of  gmaller  no  va- 
riance wh^re  defendant  was  not  misled. 

Where  plaintiff  claims  he  is  entitled  to  a  given  sum  under  a 
contract,  he  is  entitled  to  recover,  though  the  proof  shows  that 
he  was  entitled  to  a  smaller  sum,  unless  the  variance  has  mis- 
led defendant.  Nichols  v.  Whitacre,  112  Mo.  App.  692,  87  S. 
W.  594. 

Sec.  883.    On  allegation  of  special  contract^  can  not  recover 
on  implied  agency. 

Under  an  allegation  of  a  special  contract  of  employment  to 
sell  property,  recovery  can  not  be  had  upon  an  agency  implied 
from  an  acceptance  of  the  agent's  services.  Bassford  v.  West, 
124  Mo.  App.  248,  101  S.  W.  610. 

Sec.  884.    Contract  made  in  April,  not  sustained  by  proof  of 
similar  made  in  August. 

Where  the  petition  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commis- 
sions sets  forth  a  cause  of  action  based  on  a  contract  of  em- 
ployment entered  into  in  April,  there  can  be  no  recovery  on 
proof  showing  a  contract  made  in  August  following,  contain- 
ing similar  terms,  and  the  court  should  either  direct  a  verdict 
for  defendant,  or  permit  an  amendment  making  the  pleading 
conform  to  the  proof.  Hurst  v.  Williams,  31  Ky.  L.  R.  658, 
102  S.  W.  1176. 

Sec.  884a.    Variance  between  allegations  and  proof. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  having 
procured  a  purchaser  for  defendant's  land,  the  plaintiff  alleged 
that  he  procured  a  certain  person  as  purchaser,  and  the  evi- 
dence showed  that  such  person  was  acting  as  agent  for  an 
undisclosed  principal,  there  was  a  variance.  Matt  v.  Minor 
(Cal.  App.  '09),  106  P.  244. 


PLEADINGS,  PRACTICE,  ETC.  525 

Sec.  884b.    Variance  between  allegation  and  proof. 

Where,  in  a  suit  for  broker's  commissions  upon  an  express 
contract,  plaintiff  claimed  that  he  was  to  receive  all  of  the 
selling  price  above  $30  per  acre,  and  defendants  denied  any 
contract  for  commissions,  asserting  that  they  employed  plain- 
tiff as  an  attorney  only,  they  could  not  on  the  trial  prove  an 
express  contract  different  from  the  one  sued  on;  to- wit:  that 
they  were  to  receive  a  net  profit  of  50  per  cent,  on  the  trans- 
action.   Dempster  v.  Cochran,  174  Fed.  587. 

Sec.  886.    Evidence  at  substantial  variance  with  allegations 
inadmissible. 

The  complaint  must  allege  either  performance  or  a  valid 
excuse  for  non-performance,  and  the  proof  must  conform  to 
the  allegations  of  the  petition.  Daly  v.  Russ,  86  Cal.  114,  24 
P.  867;  Norman  v.  Eeuiher,  54  N.  Y.  S.  152,  25  Misc.  161;  Yar- 
borough  v.  Cr eager  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  77  S.  W.  645;  Martin 
V.  Fagan,  88  N.  Y.  S.  472,  95  App.  Div.  154;  Eoefling  v.  Earn- 
bleton,  84  Tex.  517,  19  S.  W.  689. 

Sec.  886.    Allegation  that  land  was  conveyed  to  two  and  proof 
of  to  but  one,  not  a  material  variance. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land, 
where  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  land  was  conveyed  to  two 
persons,  and  the  finding  is  that  it  was  conveyed  to  one  of  these, 
the  variance  is  not  a  material  one.  Clifford  v.  Meyer,  6  Ind. 
App.  633,  34  N.  E.  23. 

Sec.  887.    Variance  in  date  not  material,  where  contract  was 
made  before  the  sale  and  within  the  time. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  under  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  land,  proof  that  the  contract  was  made  on  the  exact 
date  alleged  is  not  required,  since,  while  it  is  necessary  to  al- 
lege the  date  with  convenient  certainty,  it  is  sufiScient  if  shown 
to  have  been  prior  to  the  consummation  of  the  sale  and  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  Dillard  v. 
OMla  Min.  Co.,  52  Ore.  126,  96  P.  678.  Contra,  Fortran  v. 
Stowers  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W),  113  S.  W.  631. 
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Sec.  887a.    Variance  in  the  terms  of  contract  released  agent 
from  liability. 

A  real  estate  agent  who  received  a  part  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase money  on  a  sale,  conditioned  that  the  offer  be  accepted 
by  the  owner  on  the  terms  and  conditions  specified  or  the  money 
be  returned,  is  not  liable  in  an  action  by  the  purchaser  for 
the  money,  if  the  offer  was  accepted  by  the  owner,  and  if,  at 
the  time  of  acceptance,  the  owner  and  purchaser,  by  mutual 
agreement,  vary  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  the 
agent  sold.  Fowler  v.  Quail,  36  Kan.  507,  13  P.  784.  See  alao 
Sec.  293. 


CHAPTER  XV. 

QUESTIONS  TO  BE  DETEBHINED  BY  THE  JXTBY. 

Sec.  888.    In  an  action  for  commissions,  whether  parties  en- 
tered into  a  contract,  a  question  for  the  jury. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  purchasing  prop- 
erty for  defendant,  whether  a  contract  such  as  stated  in  the 
complaint  was  entered  into,  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  and 
it  was  error  to  direct  a  verdict  for  plaintiff.  Anderson  v. 
Johnson  (N.  D.  Sup.  W),  112  N.  W.  139;  Horwitz  v.  Pepper, 
128  Mich.  688,  87  N.  W.  1034;  Shultz  v.  Eberle,  124  Wis.  594, 
102  N.  W.  1055;  Ballentine  v.  Mercer,  130  Mo.  App.  605,  109 
S.  W.  1037;  Mead  v.  Arnold,  131  Mo.  App.  214,  110  S.  W.  656. 

Sec.  889.    If  party  adduces  evidence  to  justify  a  verdict,  error 
to  take  from  the  jury. 

It  is  the  peculiar  province  of  the  jury  to  pass  upon  questions 

of  fact,  and  the  issues  of  fact,  as  well  as  of  law  submitted  to 

the  court  for  determination.    A  jury  not  having  been  waived, 

it  was  error  for  the  court  to  undertake  to  decide  upon  the 

weight  of  the  evidence,  and  withdraw  from  the  consideration 

of  the  jury,  a  phase  of  the  controversy  upon  which  plaintiff 

was  entitled  to  have  them  pass.    Morey  v.  Harveyy  18  Colo.  40, 

31  P.  719 ;  Blackwell  v.  Greenhaum,  50  111.  App.  143 ;  Ryan  v. 

Page,  123  Iowa,  246,  98  N.  W.  768 ;  Tracey  Ld.  Co.  v.  Polk  Ld. 

&  Ln.  Co.,  131  Iowa,  40,  107  N.  W.  1029;  West  v.  Prewitty  19 

Ky.  L.  R.  1480,  43  S.  W.  467;  Wright  v.  Young,  176  Mass. 

100,  57  N.  E.  212;  Rogers  v.  Evan.  Bap.  Ben.,  etc.,  So.,  168 

Mass.  592,  47  N.  B.  434 ;  West  v.  Demme,  128  Mich.  11,  87  N. 

W,  95;  Marx  v.  Otto,  117  Mich.  510,  76  N.  W.  7;  Crevier  v. 

Stephen,  40  Minn.  288,  41  N.  W.  1039;  Finch  v.  Guardian  Tr. 

Co.,  92  Mo.  App.  263;  Langstreth  v.  Korb,  64  N.  J.  L.  112, 

44  A.  934;  Grade  v.  Stevens,  171  N.  T.  658,  63  N.  B.  1117; 

Condict  V.  Cowdrey,  123  N.  Y.  463,  25  N.  E.  946 ;  Reddin  v. 
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Dam,  64  N.  Y.  S.  611,  51  App.  Div.  636;  Thornal  v.  PUts, 
36  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  379;  Meeslahn  v.  Englehard,  2C  N. 
Y.  S.  900,  1  Misc.  412;  Meifer  v.  Strauss,  58  N.  Y.  S.  904,  42 
A.pp.  Div.  613;  Ringold  v.  Rhode,  132  Pa.  St.  189,  18  A.  1118; 
Clendenin  v.  Pancoast,  75  Pa.  St.  213;  McCaffery  v.  Page,  20 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  400;  Boeder  v.  Butler,  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  604; 
Blair  v.  Slosson,  27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  403,  66  S.  W.  112 ;  Center 
V.  Conglomerate  Min.  Co,,  23  Utah,  165,  64  P.  362;  Dunsmier 
V.  Loivenburg,  31  Canada  Supreme  Ct.  334;  Lamson  v.  Main, 
43  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  24. 


Sec.  890.  Question  of  ability,  readiness  and  willingness  of 
customer  to  perfonn  the  contract  is  for  the  jmy. 

Whether  the  broker's  customer  was  able,  ready  and  willing 
to  enter  into  the  transaction  is  for  the  jury  to  determine.  Mc- 
Dermott  v.  Mahoney,  119  Iowa,  470,  93  N.  W.  499 ;  Hamill  v. 
Basenhover,  110  Iowa,  369,  81  N.  W.  600;  Finch  v.  Ouarduin 
Tr.  Co.,  92  Mo.  App.  263 ;  Middleton  v.  Thompson,  163  Pa.  St 
112,  29  A.  796;  Smye  v.  Groesheck  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  73 
S.  "W.  972.  And  whether  the  failure  to  mention  the  naitie  of 
the  purchaser  to  the  principal  was  a  fraudulent  concealment 
Newhall  v.  Pierce,  115  Mass.  457;  Geery  v.  Pollock,  44  N.  Y. 
S.  673,  16  App.  Div.  321;  Ames  v.  McNally,  26  N.  Y.  S.  71,  6 
Misc.  93;  Page  v.  Voorhies,  16  N.  Y.  S.  101 ;  Vandevort  v.  Wheel- 
ing Steel,  etc,  Co,,  194  Pa.  St.  118,  45  A.  86;  McCaffery  v. 
Page,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct  400. 

Sec.  891.  Whether  defendant  prevented  sale,  exchange,  lease 
or  loan. 

Whether  the  defendant  prevented  a  sale,  an  exchange,  a  lease 
or  a  loan  is  for  the  jury  to  determine.  McDermott  v.  Mahoney, 
119  Iowa,  470,  93  N.  W.  499 ;  Wright  v.  Toung,  176  Mass.  100, 
57  N.  E.  212 ;  Green  v.  Wright,  36  Mo.  App.  298 ;  Hancock  v. 
Stacey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  116  S.  W.  177. 

See.  891a.  Whether  nnder  the  contract  the  broker's  commis- 
sions w^e  not  to  become  due  nntil  a  lease  had  been  signed 
by  the  parties  was  a  question  for  the  jmy. 

In  an  action  hy  a  broker  for  commissions,  evidence  exam- 
ined and  held  that,  whether  there  was  a  contract  between  the 
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parties  by  which  plaintiff's  commission  was  not  to  become  due 
until  there  had  been  a  lease  signed  by  the  parties  was  a  ques- 
tion for  the  ixxry,  Benedict  v.  Pincus,  95  N.  Y.  S.  1042,  109 
App.  Div.  20.  Also,  as  to  whether  commissions  were  to  be  paid 
before  title  passed.  Dekremen  v.  Clothier,  96  N.  Y.  S.  525,  109 
App.  Div.  481. 

Sec.  892.    Whether  the  servicefl  were  rendered  with  expecta- 
tion of  reward. 

Whether  the  services  performed  by  plaintiff  in  finding  a  pur- 
chaser were  rendered  with  the  mutual  understanding  that  they 
were  to  be  paid  for,  should  have  been  submitted  by  the  jury. 
Armstrong  v.  Ft.  Edward,  159  N.  Y.  315,  53  N.  E.  1116 ;  Darling 
V.  Hoxv€y  14  N.  Y.  S.  561,  60  Hun,. 578;  Bullock  v.  Menninger 
(Ky.  Ct.  App.  nO),  125  S.  W.  256. 

Sec.  893.    Whether  employed  as  a  broker  and  authorized  to 
do  the  acts  claimed. 

It  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  plaintiff  was  era- 
ployed  as  a  broker  and  authorized  to  perform  the  acts  for 
which  he  claims  compensation;  in  case  of  a  conflict  of  testi- 
mony it  is  error  for  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict.  Stephens 
V.  Bailey,  149  Ala.  256:  42  S.  740;  Ryan  v.  Page,  123  Iowa, 
246,  98  N.  W.  768;  Monk  v.  Parker,  180  Mass.  246,  63  N.  E. 
793;  Codd  v.  Seitz,  94  Mich.  191,  53  N.  W.  1057;  MerHam  v. 
Johnson,  86  :Mrnn.  61,  90  N.  W.  116;  Cody  v.  Dempsey,  83  N. 
Y.  S.  899,  86  App.  Div.  335;  Reddin  v.  Dam,  64  N.  Y.  S.  611, 
51  App.  Div.  636;  Moore  v.  Boehm,  26  N.  Y.  S.  67,  6  Misc.  38; 
Tieck  \,  McKenna,  101  N.  Y.  S.  317,  115  App.  Div.  701;  Black 
v.  Snook,  204  Pa.  St.  119,  53  A.  648;  Dixon  v.  Dauh,  17  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  168;  Center  v.  Conglomerate  Min.  Co.,  23  Utah,  165, 
64  P.  362. 

Sec.  894.    The  question  of  the  authority  of  principars  agent 
to  employ  a  broker. 

The  authority  of  the  principal's  agent,  in  this  case  his  father, 
to  employ  a  broker  is  a  question  of  fact  that  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  jury.  Phillips  v.  Hazcn,  122  Iowa,  475,  98  N. 
W.  305 ;  Codd  V.  Seitz,  94  Mich.  191,  53  N.  W.  1057 ;  Groscup 
.V.  Doiv7iey,  105  Md.  273,  65  A.  930. 
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Sec.  896.    Question  of  ratification. 

Questions  involving  ratification  should  be  submitted  to  the 
jury.    Center  v.  Conglomerate  Min.  Co.,  23  Utah,  165,  64  P.  362. 

Sec.  896.    Whethw  the  broker  was  the  procnring  cause  of  the 
transaction. 

Whether  the  broker  was  in  fact  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
transaction  entered  into  by  the  principal  with  the  customer 
is  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  determine.  Smith  v.  Anderson, 
2.  Ida.  (Harb.),  537,  21  P.  412;  Colvin  &  Rinard  v.  Lyons,  96 
P.  572,  15  Idaho,  180 ;  Rounds  v.  AUe,  116  Iowa,  345,  89  N.  W. 
1098 ;  Reid  v.  McNerny,  128  Iowa,  350,  103  N.  W.  1001 ;  Roth^ 
enberger  v.  Schoningerg,  30  Ky.  L.  R.  1018,  99  S.  W.  1150; 
Hosmer  v.  Fuller,  168  Mass.  274,  47  N.  E.  94 ;  Kinder  v.  Pope, 
106  Mo.  App.  506,  80  S.  W.  315;  Armstrong  v.  Ft.  Edward, 
159  N.  Y.  315,  53  N.  E.  1116;  Smith  v.  McOovern,  65  N.  Y.  574; 
Palmer  v.  Durand,  70  N.  Y.  S.  1105,  62  App.  Div.  467 ;  Reddin 
V.  Dam,  64  N.  Y.  S.  611,  51  App.  Div.  636 ;  Condict  v.  Cowdrey, 
19  N.  Y.  S.  699,  61  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  315;  Smith  v.  Smith,  1 
Sweeney  (N.  Y.),  552;  Bickert  v.  Hoffman,  19  N.  Y.  S.  472; 
Bonwell  v.  Howes,  1  N.  Y.  S.  435;  Shipman  v.  Freeh,  1  N.  Y. 
S.  67 ;  Burchfield  v.  Griffith,  10  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  618 ;  Van  ToheL 
V.  Stetson,  etc.,  Mill  Co.,  32  Wash.  683,  73  P.  788;  Willey  v. 
Rutherford,  108  Wis.  35,  84  N.  W.  14 ;  Burden  v.  Briquilet,  125 
Wis.  341,  104  N.  W.  83;  Goldsmith  v.  Coxe,  80  S.  C.  341,  61 
S.  E.  555;  Murray  v.  Curry,  7  C.  &  P.  (Eng.)  584,  32  Exch.  771; 
Jemoney  v.  Tallmnn,  40  N.  Y.  Super.  Ct.  436;  McLaughlin  v. 
Campbell  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App,  '09),  74  A.  530. 

« 

Sec.  897.    Whether  the  contract  given  to  the  broker  was  ex- 
clusive. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  of  real  es- 
tate, plaintiff  alleged  a  contract  whereby  defendant  agreed  to 
pay  him  a  certain  sum  if  he  would  find  a  purchaser  for  his 
property,  and  that  he  did  so;  defendant  alleged  that  plaintiff 
had  not  the  exclusive  right  to  dispose  of  the  property  under 
the  agreement,  and  that  defendant  had  sold  it  himself.  Held, 
to  present  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Black  v.  Snook,  204 
Pa.  St.  119,  53  A.  648 ;  Rothenburger  v.  Schoningerg,  30  Ky.  L. 
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R.  1018,  99  S.  W.  1150.  Where  the  authority  is  conferred  on 
the  agent  by  a  written  instrument  its  construction  is  for  the 
court.    Orosscup  v,  Downey,  105  Md.  273,  65  A.  930. 

Sec.  898.    Proper  to  take  from  jury  when  broker  sold  for  less 
than  instructions  authoriied. 

A  broker  hired  to  sell  property  at  a  certain  price,  can  not 
recover  commissions  for  effecting  a  sale  at  a  lower  price,  and 
the  appellate  court  held  that  the  case  was  properly  taken  from 
the  jury.  Williams  v.  McOraw,  52  Mich.  480,  18  N.  W.  227. 
See  also  Sec.  408. 

Sec.  899.    Whether  agent  procuring  mortgage  with  wrong 
description  was  guilty  of  negligence. 

In  an  action  by  a  principal  against  her  agent  for  negligence 
in  procuring  a  mortgage  to  be  executed  in  her  favor  in  which 
the  land  was  wrongly  described.  Held,  that  it  should  be  left 
to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  in  not  discovering  the  mistake,  which  was  pat- 
ent upon  the  face  of  the  mortgage.  Munford  v.  Miller,  7  111. 
App.  62.    See  also  Sec.  913. 

Sec.  900.    Where  the  rate  of  compensation  is  not  fixed  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury. 

Where  an  agent  has  been  employed  to  sell  land  at  no  fixed 
rate  of  compensation,  the  jury  are  to  fix  the  value  of  his  ser- 
vices in  the  premises  from  the  work  done;  and  in  fixing  the 
amount,  the  rate  usually  paid  professional  land  brokers  for 
such  services  may  be  taken  into  consideration.  Ruckman  v. 
Bergholz,  38  N.  J.  L.  531 ;  Burdo7i  v.  Briquilet,  125  Wis.  341, 
104  N.  W.  83. 

Sec.  901.    Where  the  claim  of  plaintiff  to  commissions  is  con- 
tested, has  a  right  to  go  to  the  jury. 

In  an  action  to  recover  $100  agreed  to  be  paid  for  procur- 
ing a  purchaser  of  certain  property,  plaintiff  testified  that  de- 
fendant, to  whom  the  owner  of  the  property  owed  money, 
wished  the  property  sold  so  as  to  get  his  money,  and  agreed 
to  pay  plaintiff  $100  if  he  found  a  purchaser,  no  price  being 
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named;  that  plaintiff  brought  one  L.  to  look  at  the  property, 
but  he  refused  to  buy,  when  defendant  asked  $5,000  for  it; 
other  parties  afterward  procured  L.  to  purchase  at  $2,700; 
plaintiff  claimed  that  the  sale  was  indirectly  due  to  his  efforts, 
and  that  the  defendant  had  sold  through  other  persons  to  keep 
from  paying  plaintiff;  defendant  testified  that  he  had  nothing 
to  do  with  the  sale  after  L.  had  refused  to  purchase  at  $5,000, 
and  that  he  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  if  he  procured  a  purchaser 
at  that  price;  the  persons  who  finally  made  the  sale  testified 
that  the  plaintiff  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  sale.  Held,  that 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  go  to  the  jury  on  the  evidence.  Kelso 
V.  Woodruff,  88  Mich.  290,  50  N.  W.  249 ;  Monsseau  v.  Dorsott, 
80  Ga.  566,  5  S.  E.  780 ;  Ferguson  v.  Glaspie,  38  Minn.  418,  38 
N.  W.  352;  CooUcan  v.  Mil.  &  8t,  St,  M,  Ins,  Co,,  79  Wis.  471, 
48  N.  W.  717;  Dickinson  v.  Halin  (S.  D.  Sup.  '09),  119  N.  W. 
1034;  Mutchnick  v.  Friedman,  120  N.  Y.  S.  375. 

Sec.  902.  Where  agent  procured  purchaser  and  two-eighth 
interest  unpurchasable,  whether  entitled  to  full  commis- 
sions. 

A  real  estate  broker  had  found  a  purchaser  at  the  price 
stipulated  for  land  purported  to  be  owned  by  his  principal, 
and  was  then  referred  by  him  to  other  tenants  in  common, 
with  whom  he  subsequently  made  terms  at  a  higher  price,  ex- 
cept two-eighths  interest  owned  by  them,  but  did  not  disclose 
this  to  his  first  principal  Held,  there  was  no  duty  owing  by 
the  agent  as  to  the  outstanding  two-eighths,  and  it  was  not  in- 
cumbent upon  him  to  inform  his  principal,  and  in  a  suit  by 
the  broker  for  his  commissions  against  his  original  principal, 
he  was  entitled  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  question  of  fulfill- 
ment of  the  terms  of  the  original  contract.  Black  v.  Barr,  14 
Pa,  Super.  Ct.  98,  651. 

Sec.  903.  Question  of  allowing  interest  on  claim  for  commis- 
sions is  for  the  jury. 

The  matter  of  allowing  interest  on  a  claim  for  commissions 
for  producing  a  purchaser  should  be  left  to  the  discretion  of 
the  jury.  Schamberg  v.  Auxier,  101  Ky.  292,  19  Ky.  L.  R.  548, 
40  S.  W.  911. 
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Sec.  904.    Evidence  of  continuiiig  ofFer,  acceptance  and  per- 
formance by  plaintiff. 

In  an  action  for  services  in  selling  an  estate  for  the  defend- 
ant, it  appeared  that  the  defendant  told  the  plaintiff  that  he 
would  give  him  a  certain  sum  if  he  would  obtain  a  purchaser, 
that  the  plaintiff,  who  was  not  a  broker,  neither  did  nor  said 
anything  at  the  time  to  show  that  he  accepted  the  offer,  but 
within  a  few  days  told  J.  S.  that  the  defendant  wanted  to 
sell,  and  took  him  to  see  defendant,  but  did  not  find  the  de- 
fendant; and  that  afterwards  J.  S.  bought  the  estate,  but  the 
defendant  did  not  know  till  after  the  sale  that  the  plaintiff 
had  done  anything  to  aid  it.  Held,  that  there  was  evidence 
for  the  jury  of  a  continuing  offer,  of  an  acceptance  and  of  a 
performance  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  contract  thus  formed.  Bom- 
stein  V.  Lane,  104  Mass.  214. 

Sec.  906.    Whether  the  attorney  in  fact  executed  and  delivered 
a  certain  paper  to  the  broker. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  the  recovery  of  commissions 
earned  in  procuring  an  exchange  of  real  property,  evidence 
held  to  require  submission  to  the  jury  of  the  question  whether 
the  attorney  in  fact  of  the  owner  executed  a  certain  paper 
and  delivered  it  to  the  broker  with  the  intention  of  authoriz- 
ing him  to  negotiate  the  transaction.  Cody  v.  Dempsey,  83  N. 
Y.  S.  899,  8C  App.  Div.  335. 

Sec.  906.    In  conflicting  testimony  as  to  a  contract,  the  mean- 
ing thereof  for  the  jury. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  broker's  commissions  for  a  sale 
of  real  estate,  the  contract  provided  that  on  a  sale  the  broker 
should  be  entitled  to  a  commission  of  $150  **if  title  is  taken," 
there  was  evidence  that  the  broker  procured  a  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  the  property  at  a  price  satisfactory  to  defend- 
ants; the  purchaser  did  not  take  title,  and  the  defendant  urged 
the  fact  as  a  defense;  the  broker  testified  that  at  the  time  of 
his  employment  the  defendant  had  not  then  acquired  title,  and 
that  the  clause  **if  title  is  taken''  referred  to  the  conveyance 
to  the  defendant  by  the  prior  owners.  Held,  that  the  question 
of  the  meaning  of  the  contract  was  for  the  jury.     Thill  v. 
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Schonzeit,  93  N.  Y.  S.  383,  104  App.  Div.  151 ;  Condict  v.  Caw- 
drey,  123  N.  Y.  463,  25  N.  B.  946 ;  Lechnyr  v.  Qermamky,  113 
N.  Y.  S.  969 ;  Weaver  v.  Richards,  156  Mich.  320.    See  Sec.  1131. 

Sec.  906a.    Question  as  to  modification  of  contract  for  the 
jury. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  real  estate, 
where  it  appears  that  the  commissions  were  to  be  paid  as  cer- 
tain installments  of  the  purchase  money  were  received,  the  case 
is  for  the  jury,  where  the  evidence,  although  contradictory,  tends 
to  show  that  after  certain  installments  had  been  paid,  the  origi- 
nal contract  between  the  seller  and  the  purchaser  had  not  been 
abrogated,  but  had  been  modified,  and  in  the  modified  form 
had  been  executed.    Papagian  v.  Scott,  37  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  560. 

Sec.  907.    Whether  broker  did  not  act  merely  aa  snb-agent 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  his  commissions  in 
securing  a  purchaser,  evidence  examined  and  held  to  require 
submission  to  the  jury  of  the  question  whether  the  broker  did 
not  act  merely  as  sub-agent  of  other  brokers.  J.  B.  Waikin^s 
Ld.  Co.  V.  Thetford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '06),  96  S.  W.  72. 

Sec.  908.    Error  to  direct  verdict  for  defendant  because  hus- 
band did  not  join,  should  have  been  left  to  the  jury. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  compensa- 
tion for  furnishing  a  purchaser  for  defendant's  land,  where  a 
part  of  the  consideration  to  be  paid  was  an  exchange  of  home- 
stead property  owned  by  the  customer,  it  was  error  to  direct 
a  verdict  for  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  could 
not  be  specifically  enforced,  for  the  reason  that  the  husband 
did  not  join  in  the  contract  with  the  wife,  who  owned  the  land, 
nor  in  the  offer  to  convey,  where  there  was  evidence  tending 
to  show  that  they  both  executed  the  contract  as  well  as  the 
deed  offered  in  performance,  and  that  they  were  ready  and  will- 
ing to  perform,  since  such  question  should  have  been  submit- 
ted to  the  jury.  Ilamill  v.  Baumhover,  110  Iowa,  369,  81  N.  W. 
600. 

Sec.  909.    Which  of  rival  brokers  effected  a  loan. 

Plaintiff,  a  broker,  called  on  one  of  a  committee  of  two  ap- 
pointed by  a  corporation  to  secure  a  loan  for  it,  and  stated 
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that  the  loan  could  be  obtained  from  a  certain  company,  and 
that  he  had  spoken  to  the  company,  and  would  expect  a  com- 
mission if  defendant  made  the  loan;  the  committee  said  that 
if  another  broker  did  not  succeed  by  the  next  day,  they  would 
be  glad  to  have  plaintiff  make  the  commission ;  on  the  next  day, 
the  committeeman  told  plaintiff  that  the  other  broker  was  un- 
able to  procure  the  loan,  and  plaintiff  again  stated  the  com- 
pany of  which  he  had  spoken;  the  committeeman  stated  that 
he  wished  information  as  to  the  matter  of  taxes,  and  plaintiff 
introduced  to  him  a  person  who  gave  the  desired  information; 
said  committeeman  was  in  constant  communication  with  his  col- 
league, and  testified  that  he  communicated  to  him  all  mat- 
ters of  interest  in  regard  to  the  loan ;  the  loan  was  iinally  ob- 
tained from  the  company  suggested  by  plaintiff.  Held,  that 
plaintiff's  right  to  a  commission  was  a  question  for  the  jury. 
Bogers  v.  Evan.  Bap.  Ben.  &  Mis.  80.,  168  Mass.  592,  47  N.  E. 
434 ;  Cadigan  v.  Crabtree,  192  Mass.  233,  78  N.  E.  412. 

Sec.  910.    Error  to  submit  to  jury  where  broker  carried  on 
no  negotiationa  with  the  purchaser. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  the  assignee  of  a  broker  to  recover 
commissions  for  a  sale  of  real  estate,  plaintiff's  assignor  tes- 
tified that  he  was  acting  for  the  purchaser  when  he  approached 
defendant,  and  that,  on  the  failure  of  these  negotiations,  he 
mentioned  other  prospective  purchasers,  but  told  defendant  that 
they  were  his  customers,  and  it  was  shown  that  plaintiff's  as- 
signor carried  on  no  negotiations  with  the  party  who  purchased 
the  property,  and  did  not  meet  the  party  until  a  week  after 
the  sale,  it  was  error  to  submit  the  case  to  the  jury.  Whiteley 
V.  Terry,  82  N.  Y.  S.  89,  83  App.  Div.  197. 

Sec.  911.    Whether  failure  to  consununate  sale  was  the  fault 
of  the  principal. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  his  commissions  for  securing  a 
purchaser,  evidence  examined  and  held  su£Scient  to  take  to  the 
jury  the  question  whether  the  failure  of  the  consummation 
of  the  sale  was  owing  to  the  default  of  the  principal.  Seidman 
v.  Banner,  99  N.  Y.  S.  862,  51  IVIisc.  10. 
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Sec.  912.    Whether  the  sub-agent  concealed  his  relation  from 
the  owner. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  commissions,  the 
owner  testified  that  when  the  agent's  sub-agent  introduced  a 
purchaser,  the  latter  stated  he  wished  to  deal  direct  with  the 
owner,  who  then  stated  a  less  price  than  fixed  in  the  contract 
of  employment;  the  owner  testified  that  the  sub-agent  and  the 
purchaser  stated  that  they  had  made  no  arrangement  with  the 
agent;  that  the  sub-agent  stated  nothing  about  commissions  to 
the  agent;  and  that  he  (the  owner)  told  the  purchaser  and 
sub-agent  that,  if  the  agent  had  sold  the  land,  he  would  have 
to  let  it  go;  the  sub-agent  testified  that  he  asked  the  owner 
if  the  latter  would  not  have  trouble  with  the  agent  about  the 
commissions,  to  which  the  owner  replied  that  he  would  not,  as 
he  was  selling  the  farm;  the  sub-agent  testified  that  he  told 
the  owner  he  did  not  charge  any  commission,  as  he  would  get 
that  from  the  agent ;  the  purchaser  su'bstantiated  the  sub-agent's 
testimony;  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  owner  knew 
that  the  sub-agent  was  acting  for  the  agent.  Held,  that  the 
question  whether  the  sub-agent  concealed  such  fact  from  the 
owner  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury.  Mullen  v.  Bower, 
22  Ind.  App.  294,  53  N.  E.  790. 

Sec.  912a.    Whether  the  broker  was  acting  for  oppoidte  party 
a  question  for  the  jury. 

The  issue  as  to  whether  the  broker  was  acting  for  the  op- 
posite party  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  Summa  v.  Dere- 
skiawicz  (Conn.  Sup.  '09),  74  A.  906. 

Sec.  913.    Whether  alleged  negligence  of  broker  prevented  a 

sale. 
In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale  of  land,  where 
the  evidence  shows  that  the  intended  purchaser  was  able,  ready 
and  willing  to  perform,  but  defendant  claims  that  plaintiff 
prevented  the  fulfillment  of  the  agreement  by  defendant  within 
the  time  specified  in  the  contract,  the  question  whether  the 
negligence  of  plaintiif  was  the  cause  of  defendant's  failure  to 
perform  is  for  the  jury.  Stanff  v.  Bingenhcimer,  94  Minn.  309, 
102  N.  W.  694.    See  also  Sec.  899. 
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Sec.  914.    Whether  broker  knew  of  minor's  interest  which 
caused  failure  of  sale. 

In  a  suit  between  a  broker  and  his  principal  involving  the 
broker's  right  to  a  commission,  whether  the  broker  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  minor's  interest,  which  caused  the  failure  of  the 
sale,  before  he  obtained  a  purchaser.  Held,  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury.    O'Neill  v.  Printz,  115  jMo.  App.  215,  91  S.  W.  174. 

Sec.  916.    Whether  broker  acted  in  good  faith  a  question  for 
the  jury. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  selling  defend* 
ant's  real  estate.  Held,  that  whether  the  plaintiff  was  acting 
in  goiod  faith  for  defendant's  interest  was  a  question  for  the 
jury.  Roome  v.  Bohinson,  90  N.  Y.  S.  1055,  99  App.  Div.  143; 
Lichtensiein  v.  Mott,  91  N.  Y.  S.  57,  90  App.  Div.  570 ;  Lienwen 
V.  Kline  (Iowa  '09),  120  N.  W.  312. 

Sec.  916.    The  terms  of  the  agreement  with  the  broker  to  pro- 
cure a  loan. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  securing  a  loan,  where  the 
evidence  for  plaintiff,  though  contradicted  by  defendant,  tends 
to  show  an  agreement  to  pay  one  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of 
the  loan  to  be  secured  by  plaintiff,  the  question  as  to  such 
agreement  is  for  the  jury.  Carter  v.  Moss,  210  Pa.  612,  60  A. 
310. 

Sec.  917.    Where  sale  was  made  to  customer  after  withdrawal 
firom  broker,  it  was  error  to  submit  to  jury. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  real  property,  it 
appeared  that  the  purchaser  had  been  informed  that  defend- 
ant's property  was  for  sale,  and  had  written  defendant,  before 
he  met  plaintiff  or  saw  his  advertisement;  that  the  letter  was 
referred  to  plaintiff  with  whom  the  property  was  listed  and  he 
and  the  purchaser  examined  the  property  and  had  some  con- 
versation about  it,  but  agreed  on  nothing;  that  defendant  then 
wrote  plaintiff,  **I  desire  to  withdraw  my  property  from  the 
market  for  a  period;  I  do  not  know  yet  how  long;"  that  plain- 
tiff had  never  been  authorized  to  sell  the  property  for  less 
than  $5,400  net;  that  the  purchaser  conferred  with  defendant 
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afterwards  and  bought  it  for  $5,250.  Held,  that  the  evidence 
did  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  go  to  the  jury.  Malonee  v.  Young, 
119  N.  C.  549,  26  S.  E.  141.  Compare  Hill  v.  ^Yheeler,  2  Ga. 
App.  349,  58  S.  E.  502. 

Sec.  918.    Where  defendant  promised  plaintiff  additional  com- 
pensation if  found  satisfactory. 

In  a  suit  to  recover  the  reasonable  value  of  services  in  ef- 
fecting an  exchange  of  real  estate,  when  the  defendant  set  up 
that  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  accept  $500  for  his  services,  but 
there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  as  an  inducement  for 
such  agreement,  defendant  promised  to  pay  plaintiff  a  further 
reasonable  commission  if  he  found  the  land  satisfactory,  it  was 
proper  to  submit  such  issue  to  the  jury.  Blair  v.  Slosson,  27 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  403,  66  S.  W.  112. 

Sec.  919.    Whether  time  for  performance  has  been  waived  or 
contract  continued. 

Whether  there  is  evidence  that  the  time  given  a  real  estate 
broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  has  been  waived,  or  the  contract 
has  been  continued,  is  for  the  jury.  Ice  v.  Maxwell,  61  W.  Va. 
9,  55  S.  E.  899;  Arents  v.  Casselman  (Va.  Sup.  '10),  66  S. 
E.  820. 


Sec.  920.  Whether  plaintiff  attempted  to  mislead  defendant 
In  an  action  to  recover  a  commission  for  services  in  bring- 
ing about  an  exchange  of  land.  Held,  whether  plaintiff  at- 
tempted to  mislead  defendant  upon  a  material  matter  con- 
nected with  the  transaction  was  for  the  jury.  Featherston  v. 
Trone,  82  Ark.  381,  102  S.  W.  196;  Farris  v.  Gilder  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  W),  115  S.  W.  645. 

Sec.  920a.    Question  as  to  whether  defendant's  defense  was 
an  afterthought  was  for  the  jury. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  an  assignee  of  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  land,  made  through  a  broker,  against  the  principal  for 
breach  of  the  contract,  the  defense  was  that  the  contract  had 
been  procured  through  misrepresentations,  the  question  as  to  how 
far  a  delay  of  a  few  weeks  on  defendant's  part  in  retaining 
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the  purchase  money,  and  her  reading  of  the  whole  or  part  only 
of  the  paper  before  signing  it,  tended  to  show  her  defense  to 
be  an  afterthought,  were  for  the  jury.  Kurinsky  v.  Lynch,  201 
Mass.  28,  87  N.  E.  70. 

Sec.  921.    Whether  the  owner  acied  in  good  faith  in  himself 
selling  the  property. 

On  the  trial  of  an  action  by  real  estate  agents  for  commis- 
sions on  a  sale  of  property,  it  was  error  to  award  a  non-suit, 
where  the  evidence  showed  that  plaintiffs  had  defendant's  prop- 
erty in  their  hands  to  sell  on  specific  terms,  and  that,  pend- 
ing negotiations  between  the  agents  and  their  customers,  they 
were  prevented  from  selling  by  the  act  of  their  principal  in 
taking  the  matter  into  his  own  hands,  and,  without  notice,  sell- 
ing the  property  at  a  lower  price  to  a  customer  procured  by 
their  efforts,  as,  in  such  case,  the  good  faith  of  the  parties,  as 
well  as  whether  the  purchaser  would  have  given  the  stipulated 
price,  are  questions  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Hill  v.  Wheeler,  2 
Ga.  349,  58  S.  E.  502.    Compare   Sec.  917. 

Sec.  922.    Whether  a  limitation  of  time  was  placed  upon  the 
contract. 

An  owner  agreed  to  pay  a  broker  a  specific  commission  on 
his  procuring  a  purchaser  of  real  estate;  at  a  subsequent  in- 
terview on  the  same  day,  when  the  prospective  purchaser  was 
urged  to  conclude  the  purchase  he  insisted  on  having  more 
time;  the  owner  claiming  that  he  expected  another  purchaser, 
said  he  would  give  the  prospective  purchaser  a  week's  time 
within  which  to  make  up  his  mind.  Held,  that  whether  the 
owner  placed  a  limitation  on  the  contract  with  the  broker  to 
procure  a  purchaser  was  for  the  jury. ,  Oliver  v.  Katz,  131  Wis. 
409,  111  N.  W.  509. 

Sec.  922a.    Question  as  to  authority  of  agent  is  for  the  jury. 

While  the  question  of  the  authority  of  an  agent  is  for  the 
jury,  when  that  is  disputed,  the  court  should  declare  whether 
a  given  act  is  in  excess  of  the  agent's  authority,  so  that,  in 
an  action  for  commissions  for  purchasing  land  for  defendant, 
the  court  properly  instructed  that  any  payments  made  by  plain- 
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tiflP  to  the  sellers,  in  excess  of  the  amount  limited  by  defendant, 
was  without  authority.  Makon  v.  Rankin  (Or.  Sup.  '09),  102 
P.  608. 

Sec.  923.    Whether  negotiations  were  abandoned  and  sale  re- 
sulted from  new. 

Evidence  held  sufficient  to  warrant  submitting  to  the  jury 
the  question  whether  the  negotiations  through  plaintiff  were 
abandoned  and  the  sale  ultimately  made  to  the  purchaser  in- 
troduced by  him  was  the  result  of  entirely  new  negotiations. 
Walker  v.  Baldwin,  106  Md.  619,  68  A.  25. 

Sec.  924.    Whether  the  contract  with  broker  was  rescinded 

In  an  action  to  recover  compensation  under  a  contract  for 
commissions  to  be  paid  plaintiff  for  selling  defendant's  land, 
whether  or  not  the  contract  was  mutually  rescinded  was  for 
the  jury.    Larson  v.  Lorer  (Wash.  Sup.  '08),  94  P.  109. 

Sec.  926.    Whether  defendant  purchased  the  property,  though 
the  deed  was  taken  in  name  of  wife. 

Evidence  that  defendant  purchased  the  land  and  so  was  lia- 
ble for  the  services  of  plaintiff,  to  be  paid  for  if  defendant 
made  the  purchase.  Held,  sufficient  to  go  to  the  jury,  though 
the  contract  of  purchase  and  the  deed  were  taken  in  the  name 
of  defendant's  wife.    Block  v.  Lowe,  99  N.  Y.  S.  951,  51  Misc.  8. 

Sec.  926a.    Evidence  warranted  submission  to  jury  on  ques- 
tion whether  plaintiff  was  a  joint  purchaser. 

In  an  action  by  a  land  broker  for  commissions,  evidence  held 
to  warrant  submission  to  the  jury  whether  plaintiff  was  a  joint 
purchaser.    Smith  v.  Fears  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W.  433. 

Sec.  926.    What  is  a  reasonable  time  to  find  a  purchaser. 

A  broker  employed  by  the  owner  to  find  a  purchaser  with- 
out any  specification  of  time,  has  a  reasonable  time,  which  is 
for  the  jury  to  determine.  Hurst  v.  Williams,  31  Ky.  L.  R. 
658,  102  S.  W.  1176;  Oliver  v.  Katz,  131  Wis.  409,  111  N.  W. 
509.    See  also  Sees.  611,  612. 
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Sec.  927.    Whether  compensation  for  collecting  rents  covered 
all  of  broker's  services. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  the  services  of  a  real  estate  agent 
in  procuring  defendant  a  tenant  for  her  hotel,  plaintiff  claimed 
that  his  services  were  reasonably  worth  five  per  cent,  of  the  rent 
for  the  term,  evidence  that  defendant  paid  plaintiff  five  per  cent, 
on  the  installments  of  rent  was  sufficient  to  require  the  sub- 
mission to  the  jurj'  of  the  question  whether  the  same  was  paid 
in  full  compensation  for  plaintiff's  ser\'ices,  or  a  recognition 
that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  five  per  cent,  of  all  the  rents  col- 
lected.   Colloty  V.  Schuman,  70  A.  190,  75  N.  J.  L.  97. 

Sec.  928.    Whether  an  owner  dealing  with  a  customer  of  an- 
other broker  became  liable  to  latter. 

Whether  an  owner  employing  several  brokers  to  procure  a 
purchaser  dealt  with  knowledge  of  the  facts  through  one  bro- 
ker with  a  customer  procured  by  another  broker,  and  thereby 
became  liable  to  the  latter  for  the  commissions.  Held,  under 
the  facts,  for  the  jury.  Jennings  v.  T rummer,  52  Oregon.  149, 
96  P.  874. 

Sec.  929.    Whether  the  person  with  whom  the  owner  con- 
tracted was  an  agent  of  the  broker. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  for 
land  pursuant  to  a  contract  between  the  alleged  agent  of  the 
broker  and  the  owTier  of  the  land,  whether  the  person  with 
whom  the  owner  contracted  was  the  agent  of  the  brokers  for 
listing  the  land  in  question.  Held,  under  the  evidence,  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury.  Swing  v.  Lunn  (S.  D.  Sup.  '08),  115  N.  W. 
527. 

Sec.  929a.    Improper  to  submit  a  question  of  law  to  the  jury. 

Questions  of  ultimate  fact  only  are  to  be  submitted  to  the 
jury;  the  question  under  consideration  is  double.  Whether  a 
contract  was  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact,  and  questions  of  law 
should  never  be  submitted  to  a  jury.  KilpatricJc  v.  McLaughlin^ 
108  111.  App.  463. 
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Sec.  929b.    Meeting  of  minds  on  contract  of  gale. 

Plaintiff,  after  negotiating  for  sale  to  S.  of  timber  land,  on 
which  defendant  had  an  option,  in  which  S.'s  only  offer  was 
$90,000  for  such  timber  and  that  of  certain  other  adjoining 
tracts,  which  offer  defendant  rejected,  had  a  telephone  talk 
with  defendant,  in  which  he  said  that  he  thought  S.  would  give 
$90,000  for  the  timber  under  option,  and  defendant  told  him 
to  sell  if  S.  would  do  po.  Plaintiff  agreed  to  see  S.,  and  report 
to  defendant  by  telephone.  Later  in  the  day  plaintiff  tele- 
graphed defendant:  **S.  will  give  $90,000  for  timber,  includ- 
ing the  additional  tracts  •  •  •  can't  raise  him  a  penny." 
Defendant  then  telegraphed  plaintiff:  **We  accept  S.'s  offer; 
if  he  declines  to  stand  up,  we  can  do  no  more  business  with 
him."  Held,  that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that 
defendant's  telegram  was  in  reply  to  plaintiff's  telegram,  and 
not  to  the  telephone  offer,  and  that  therefore  there  was  a  meet- 
ing of  minds  on  the  contract  entitling  plaintiff  to  commissions. 
Watson  V.  Paschall,  83  S.  C.  366,  65  S.  E.  337. 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

INSTRUCTIONS  TO  JUBIES. 

Sec.  930.    Instructions  must  not  assume  as  proved,  matters 
which  are  in  issue. 

Instructions  must  not  assume  as  proved,  matters  which  are  in 
issue  in  the  case.  Stvigert  v.  Hawley,  140  111.  186,  29  N.  E. 
883 ;  Cassady  v.  Carrahan,  119  Iowa,  500,  93  N.  W.  386 ;  Rich- 
ardsmi  V.  Hoyt,  60  Iowa,  68,  14  N.  W.  122;  Benedict  v.  Pell, 
74  N.  Y.  S.  1085,  70  App.  Div.  40 ;  Gerding  v.  Haskin,  21  N.  Y. 
S.  636,  2  Misc.  372;  Grat^es  v.  Dill,  159  Mass.  74  34  N.  E.  336. 

Sec.  931.    That  defendant  was  liable  where  compensation  for 
services  was  expected. 

It  was  proper  to  instruct  the  jury  that  defendants  were  lia- 
ble for  the  value  of  plaintiff's  services,  if  they  were  of  such 
a  character  and  rendered  under  such  circumstances  as  would 
indicate  to  a  reasonably  intelligent  business  man  that  they  were 
not  performed  gratuitously,  and  that  compensation  was  ex- 
pected, the  instruction  not  assuming  that  plaintiff  had  ren- 
dered all  the  services  for  which  he  asked  compensation.  Miller 
V.  Early,  22  Ky.  L.  R.  825,  58  S.  W.  789.    See  also  Sec.  956a.. 

Sec.  932.    Instructions  must  conform  to  the  evidence  in  the 


Instructions  must  be  in  conformity  with  the  evidence  ad- 
duced in  the  case,  and  instructions  which  impliedly  assume  the 
existence  of  evidence  which  was  not  given  are  erroneous.  Leech 
V.  demons,  14  Colo.  App.  45,  59  P.  230;  Davis  v.  Morgan,  96 
Ga.  518,  23  S.  E.  417 ;  Carnes  v.  Howard,  180  Mass.  569,  63  N. 
E.  122;  Cadigan  v.  Crdbtrec,  179  l\lass.  474,  61  N.  E.  37,  55  L. 
E.  A.  77 ;  Hughes  v.  McCulloxigh,  39  Ore.  372,  65  P.  85 ;  Taylor 
V.  Cox  (Tex.  Supreme  '91),  16  S.  W.  1063;  Lawson  v.  Thomp- 
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son,  10  Utah,  462,  37  P.  732.  Instruction  not  objectionable  as 
submitting  an  issu«  not  pleaded.  Baldwin  v.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '09),  119  S.  W.  111. 

Sec.  933.    Defendant  sued  by  broker  entitled  to  instruction 
which  assumes  he  acted  as  such. 

A  defendant  sued  by  a  broker  for  commissions  is  entitled  to 
an  instruction  which  assumes  plaintiff  to  have  acted  as  broker, 
where  the  declaration  alleged  that  defendant  agreed  to  pay 
plaintiff  a  fixed  sum  if  plaintiff,  as  a  '* broker,"  would  secure 
a  sale  to  defendant,  and  plaintiff  testified  that  he  acted  as  a 
broker.    Carpenter  v.  Fisher,  175  ^lass.  9,  55  N.  E.  479. 

.^ec.  934.    An  instruction  should  be  given,  on  request,  that 
broker  must  have  been  the  procuring  cause  of  sale. 

An  instruction  that  the  broker  must  have  been  the  procur- 
ing cause  of  the  sale,  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  a  commission, 
should  be  given  on  request,  where  that  point  is  in  issue.  Hinds 
V.  Mclntyre,  89  111.  App.  611 ;  Munsan  v.  Carlstrom  (Iowa  Sup. 
'09),  119  N.  W.  606. 

Sec.  934a.    Error  to  charge  that  if  plaintiflF  was  procuring 
cause  of  sale  he  was  entitled  to  recover  conmiissions. 

A  broker  sued  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  defendant's 
real  estate,  and  testified  that  during  defendant's  absence  he 
exhibited  the  premises  to  one  who,  after  defendant's  return, 
purchased  for  $2,700;  defendant  testified  that  it  was  agreed 
that  the  broker  was  to  receive  no  commission  unless  he  sold 
for  $3,000  during  defendant's  absence.  Held,  that  it  was  error, 
under  the  evidence,  to  charge  that  if  the  plaintiff  was  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  the  sale  he  was  entitled  to  recover.  Largeant 
v.  Story  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '01),  61  S.  W.  977. 

Sec.  934b.    Instructions  erroneous  for  omitting  that  plaintiff 
should  be  found  to  be  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 

Real  estate  brokers,  in  their  complaint  for  compensation, 
alleged  that  defendant  gave  them  the  exclusive  agency  to 
sell  a  certain  tract  of  land,  their  compensation  to  be  a  percent- 
age on  the  price  obtained,  and  that  they  procured  a  purchaser 
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to  whom  defendant  sold.  Defendant  pleaded  a  general  denial, 
and  especially,  that  plaintiffs'  agency,  if  any,  was  revoked  be- 
fore they  began  to  negotiate  Mrith  the  purchaser.  Held,  that 
an  instruction  that  if  plaintiffs  had  an  exclusive  agency  when 
they  began  to  negotiate  with  the  purchaser,  they  were  entitled 
to  recover,  was  erroneous,  as  not  including  the  necessity  that 
they  should  have  been  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  thereby 
failing  to  conform  to  the  issues  made,  and  even  had  plaintiffs 
alleged  that  defendant,  by  his  sale,  had  prevented  plaintiffs 
from  consummating  their  sale,  the  omission  would  still  have 
been  fatal  to  the  instruction.  Jackson  v,  Stephenson  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '08),  114  S.  W.  848;  Russell  v.  Poor  (Mo.  App.  '08),  119 
S.  W.  433. 

■ 

Sec.  935.    Instmction  that  broker  should  bring  buyer  and  sell- 
er together  and  effect  a  purchase. 

Where  no  other  instruction  defining  a  broker's  duty  is  given, 
it  is  error  to  refuse  an  instruction  that  the  duty  of  a  broker  is 
to  bring  the  buyer  and  seller  together  and  effect  a  purchase 
of  the  property  according  to  the  terms  agreed  on  by  the  seller 
and  the  broker,  and  that  the  latter  is  not  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission for  an  unsuccessful  effort  to  effect  a  sale.  West  v. 
Demme,  128  Mich.  11,  87  N.  W.  95.    Compare  Sec.  511. 

Sec.  936.    Where  instructions  cover  case  generally,  failure  as 
to  particular  detail  not  error. 

If  the  instructions  cover  the  case  generally,  the  failure  to 
instruct  concerning  particular  details  is  not  error,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  request  to  specifically  charge  on  that  point.  Bickart 
V.  Hoffman,  19  N.  Y.  S.  472;  Keyser  v.  Beilly,  191  Pa.  St.  271, 
43  A.  317,  4^  Weekly' Not.  Cas.  240. 

Sec.  937.    Court  not  bound  to  use  the  identical  language,  if 
substantially  the  same  it  is  sufficient. 

The  court  is  not  required  to  use  the  same  language  in  which 
the  charge  offered  is  expre6.ied ;  it  is  sufficient  if  the  instruction 
given  is  essentially  similar  to  that  requested.  Walker  v.  Rogers, 
24  Md.  237. 
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Sec.  938.    Emplo]rmg  the  word  ''furnished"  instead  of  "pro- 
cured" not  a  departure. 

Where  defendant  agreed  to  pay  commissions  for  sales  of  land 
to  customers  ** procured"  by  plaintiff,  an  instruction  that  de- 
fendants were  liable  if  plaintiffs  ''Tarnished"  customers,  is  not 
a  departure  from  the  issues  made.  Boyd  v.  WaUon,  101  lowSf 
214,  70  N.  W.  120. 

C(ec.  939.    Where  evidence  on  given  fact  is  undisputed,  the 
court  should  so  instruct. 

Where  the  e\'idence  on  a  given  fact  is  undisputed  the  court 
should  so  instruct  the  jury.  O'Call'dhan  v.  Boeing ^  72  Mich. 
669,  40  N.  W.  843. 

Sec.  940.    Instructions  are  to  be  considered  as  a  whole,  and 
unimportant  defects  are  not  fatal. 

Instructions  are  to  be  considered  as  a  whole,  and  if  they  are 
correct  and  sufficient,  defects  in  unimportant  particulars  are 
not  necessarily  fatal.  Blake  v.  SUimpy  73  Md.  160,  20  A.  788, 
10  L.  R.  A.  103;  French  v.  McKay,  181  Mass.  485,  63  N.  B. 
1068;  Walton  v.  CheesebrougK  167  N.  Y.  606,  60  N.  E.  1121; 
Bickart  v.  Hofman,  19  N.  Y.  S.  472;  Wilson  v.  Nxiber  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  '02),  68  S.  W.  800. 

Sec.  941.    Instruction  proper  as  to  burden  of  proving  a  par- 
ticular fact  in  iE»ue. 

It  is  proper  to  instruct  as  to  who  bears  the  burden  of  proof  and 
an  instruction  that  conduct  which  imputes  bad  faith  upon  the 
part  of  an  agent  to  sell  real  estate  must  be  shown  by  the  party 
claiming  it,  is  proper.  Buckingham  v.  Harris,  10  Colo.  455, 15  P. 
817 ;  Harrison  v.  Pusterska,  97  Iowa,  166,  66  N.  W.  93. 

Sec.  942.    Instruction  erroneous  that  burden  is  on  party  to 
prove  a  fact  not  denied 

In  charging  the  jury  it  is  error  to  place  the  burden  on  a 
party  to  prove  facts  which  are  not  denied.  Anderson  v.  Brad- 
ford, 102  Mo.  App.  433,  76  S.  W.  726. 
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Sec.  943.    Instrnction  properly  refused,  as  too  broad. 

Where  plaintiff  averred  that  he  was  to  have  all  proceeds  of 
sales  over  the  net  price  and  defendant  denied  this,  and  counter- 
claimed  that  plaintiff  agreed  to  sell  the  lots  for  one  dollar  per 
front  foot;  that  plaintiff  had  paid  himself  all  he  had  earned 
out  of  the  proceeds  collected  and  owed  a  certain  halance  of 
such  proceeds  to  defendant.  Held,  that  a  charge  that  plaintiff 
had  the  burden  of  showing  that  he  had  agreed  for  larger  pay 
than  one  dollar  per  front  foot  or  was  entitled  to  any  excess  was 
too  broad.    Olover  v.  Henderson,  120  Mo.  367,  25  S.  W.  175. 

Sec.  944.  Error  to.  leave  compliance  with  contract  to  jury> 
that  being  a  question  of  law. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale 
of  land,  an  instruction  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  determine 
whether  the  plaintiff  had  complied  with  his  contract  so  as 
to  entitle  him  to  recover  commissions  was  error,  that  being  a 
question  of  law  for  the  court,  the  contract  being  in  writing, 
Ooodson  V.  Embleton,  106  Mo.  App.  77,  80  S.  W.  22. 

■ 

Sec.  946.  Error  to  instruct  that  broker  was  entitled  to  com- 
missions on  finding  purchaser,  when  principal's  approval 
was  necessary. 

Where  a  contract  of  sale  was  to  be  approved  by  the  owner, 
an  ?nstruction  that  plainliiT  was  entitled  to  commissions  if  he 
found  a  purchaser,  though  defendant  refused  to  carry  out  the 
trade,  was  erroneous.    Gcnn  v.  Hess,  102  Iowa,  140,  71  N.  W.  218. 

Sec.  946.  Instruction  based  upon  wrong  hypothesis  is  errone- 
ous. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  lost,  the  plaintiff 
alleged  that  defendant  gave  plaintiff  the  exclusive  right  to 
sell  the  property  for  $3,000,  defendant  reserving  only  the  right 
to  sell  the  property  himself  for  not  less  than  that  sum;  that 
plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser,  who  was  ready  and  able  to 
purchase  for  that  sum,  but  that  defendant  previously  sold  the 
property  for  $2,500;  defendant  admitted  the  contract,  except 
that  he  bound  himself  not  to  sell  for  less  than  $3,000,  which  he 
denied,  and  admitted  that  he  sold  the  land  as  alleged.    Held, 
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that  an  instruction  that  if  there  was  a  contract  between  the 
parties  by  which  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser,  ''defendant 
not  having  sold  the  land/'  then  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to 
recover,  was  erroneous,  as  based  on  the  hypothesis  that  defend- 
ant had  not  sold  the  land,  which  was  not  in  issue,  defendant 
having  admitted  that  he  sold  the  land;  the  instruction  thereby 
practically  amounted  to  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendant- 
Hughes  v.  McCullough,  39  Ore.  372,  65  P.  85 ;  Will  v.  Schwartz 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09).,  120  S.  W.  1039. 

Sec.  947.  Instniction  held  erroneous  that  placed  undue  stress 
upon  payment  as  indicating  the  principal. 

On  the  question  as  to  whether  W.  acted  as  agent  for  plain- 
tiff or  defendant,  a  charge  that,  in  this  connection  the  jury 
should  consider  from  whom  W.  got  his  pay,  whom  he  asked  to 
pay  him,  and  the  fact  that  W.  had  authority  to  sell  the  lot  in 
question,  is  erroneous,  as  giving  undue  prominence  to  the  fact 
as  to  who  paid  for  the  service,  and  allowing  the  jury  to  infer 
previous  authority  to  sell  from  the  fact  of  payment  for  serv 
ices  in  selling.     Williamson  v.  Tyson,  105  Ala.  644,  17  S.  336. 

Sec.  948.  Instruction  that,  if  by  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
the  broker  had  nothing  to  do,  there  was  no  consideration 
for  the  promise,  is  proper. 

In  an  action  for  real  estate  commissions,  defendant  is  entitled 
to  an  instruction  that  if,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  it  is 
shown  that  there  was  nothing  for  the  brokers  to  do,  then  the 
promise  to  pay  them  commissions  was  without  consideration 
and  void.  Wolff  v.  Denhoskey,  74  N.  Y.  S.  565,  66  App.  Div. 
428,  36  Misc.  643. 

Sec.  949.  An  instruction  is  objectionable  if  jury  not  directed 
that  belief  must  rest  on  evidence. 

An  instruction  is  objectionable  if  the  jury  are  not  directed 
that  their  belief  must  be  based  on  the  evidence.  Champion 
Iron  Fence  Co.  v.  Bradley ,  10  111.  App.  328.    See  also  Sec.  1038. 

Sec.  960.  Instruction  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover 
$1,000,  erroneous,  where  nothing  to  show  brokers  got  it 

In  assumpsit  by  a  principal  against  real  estate  brokers  for 
money  had  and  received,  an  instruction  that  if  the  brokers 
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sold  the  principal's  farm  for  $11,000,  but  accounted  to  him 
only  for  $10,000,  the  principal  is  entitled  to  receive  $1,000,  is 
erroneous,  where  there  is  evidence  that  the  purchaser,  with 
the  principal's  knowledge,  bought  from  one  who  had  a  prior 
option  on  the  land,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  defend- 
ants ever  received  the  $1,000.  Henshaw  v.  WUsan,  46  III.  App. 
364. 

Sec.  961.    Instruction  properly  refused  which  contemplated 
that  no  leases  were  made  except  through  brokers. 

In  an  action  to  recover  brokerage  for  effecting  a  lease  of 
real  property,  plaintiff  did  not  allege  that  he  had  been  em- 
ployed by  defendant,  but  alleged  that  defendant  accepted  plain- 
tiff's services  with  knowledge  that  they  had  been  rendered. 
Held,  that  it  was  proper  to  refuse  plaintiff's  request  to  charge 
that,  while  the  owner  was  entitled  to  know  that  the  brokers 
had  been  instrumental  in  sending  a  tenant,  yet,  when  he  knows 
that  the  tenant  had  received  information  of  his  intention  to 
let  and  his  price,  the  owner  is  bound  to  inquire  where  the  ten- 
ant got  the  information,  as  such  instruction  presupposes  that 
leases  are  never  made  without  the  intervention  of  brokers,  and 
that  no  information  could  be  received  as  to  what  property  was 
to  be  let,  except  through  brokers.  Tinkham  v.  Knox,  21  N.  Y.  S. 
954,  2  ISIisc.  570. 

Sec.  952.    Instruction  that  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  unless 
they  secured  a  purchaser  at  price  stated,  erroneous. 

,  In  an  action  by  real  estate  agents  to  recover  commissions,  it 
was  error  to  instruct  the  jury  that,  if  defendant  agreed  to 
give  plaintiffs  a  particular  sum  in  case  they  sold  his  farm  at 
a  specified  price,  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  unless  they  Bold 
or  procured  a  purchaser  for  the  property  at  the  price  speci- 
fied, defendant  having  sold  the  property  to  the  purchaser  pro- 
cured by  plaintiffs,  for  a  price  less  than  that  specified,  and  to 
that  extent  availed  himself  of  plaintiff's  exertions.  Wctzcll 
V.  Wagojier,  41  ^lo.  App. '509. 

Sec.  953.    Instruction  that  bringing  parties  together  is  not 
enough,  unless  efticient  cause  of  sale,  is  incorrect. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions,  a  charge 

that,  **  merely  to  bring  the  buyer  and  seller  together  is  insufS- 
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cient  to  entitle  an  agent  to  a  commission,  unless  it  is  the  effi- 
cient cause  of  the  sale,'*  is  incorrect,  and  properly  refused. 
Bowser  v.  Field  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '91),  17  S.  W.  45. 


Sec.  953a.    Error  in  charge  omitting  that  broker  must  be  the 
procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 

The  error  in  an  instruction  given  at  the  instance  of  plain- 
tiff, in  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser 
of  real  estate,  authorizing  a  recovery  on  a  finding  that  plain- 
tiff was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser,  and  introduced  a 
customer  to  whom  a  sale  was  subsequently  made,  arising  from 
the  failure  to  require  a  finding  that  the  broker  was  the  pro- 
curing cause  of  the  sale,  was  not  cured  t)y  a  charge,  given  at 
the  instance  of  the  defendant,  that  before  judgment  could  be 
rendered  for  plaintiff,  he  must  show  that  through  his  services 
one  was  induced  to  purchase  the  property,  since  the  two  in- 
structions were  contradictory.  Russell  v.  Poor  (Mo.  App.  '08), 
119  S.  W.  433. 

Sec.  954.    Instruction  to  find  for  broker,  if  found  to  be  the 
procuring  cause  of  sale,  is  correct. 

An  instruction  to  find  for  the  broker,  if  it  was  through  the 
efforts  and  information  given  by  him  that  the  owner  and  the 
purchaser  were  brought  together  as  seller  and  buyer,  given  in 
connection  with  a  charge  that  the  broker  was  entitled  to  com- 
missions if  he  afterwards  became  the  procuring  cause  of  such 
sale,  stated  the  correct  law  of  the  case.  Bowser  v.  Field  (Tex. 
C.  A.  '91),17S.  W.  45. 

Sec.  954a.    Improper  modification  of  charge  asked  for  by  de- 
fendant. 

In  an  action  by  real  estate  brokers  for  commissions  a  re- 
quest to  charge  that  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  if  the  pros- 
pective purchasers  had,  in  fact,  and  in  good  faith,  abandoned 
their  negotiations  for  the  purchase  through  plaintiffs  before 
the  matter  was  taken  up  with  the  purchasers  by  another  per- 
son, was  improperly  modified  by  adding  a  further  condition 
to  the  defeat  of  plaintiffs'  recovery,  that  plaintiffs  had  led  de- 
fendants, through  their  attorney,  to  believe  that  plaintiflb  had 
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abandoned  all  efforts  to  make  a  sale,  and  had  abandoned  the 
idea  of  association  with  the  transaction  any  further;  since,  to 
warrant  a  recovery  for  plaintiffs  their  services  must  have  been 
the  efficient  cause  of  the  sale,  regardless  of  their  abandonment 
of  the  transaction,  and  defendants,  as  well  as  plaintiffs,  could 
be  the  moving  party  in  the  cancellation  of  the  agency.  Young 
V.  Hubbard,  154  Mich.  218,  15  D.  L.  N.  725,  117  N.  W.  632. 

Sec.  955.    Instruction  that  if  broker  found  a  purchaser  for 
property  on  terms  stated,  entitled  to  commissions,  proper. 

A  real  estate  agent  sued  on  a  contract  for  commissions  for 
a  sale  of  land ;  the  contract  was  made  a  part  of  the  complaint, 
but  was  not  introduced  in  evidence;  the  court  charged  that 
as  plaintiff  had  undertaken  to  effect  a  sale  or  procure  a  pur- 
chaser, in  accordance  with  the  contract,  it  was  necessary  for 
him  to  prove  that  he  had  found  a  purchaser  who  was  willing 
to  take  the  property  on  the  terms  provided  in  the  contract. 
Held,  that  as  the  charge,  when  referring  to  the  complaint, 
was  clearly  correct,  and  the  court  had  evidently  given  it  un- 
der the  impression  that  the  contract  was  in  evidence,  plaintiff 
could  not  be  heard  to  object.  Hegnian  v.  Hood,  3  Ind.  App.  456, 
29  N.  E.  1141. 

Sec.  956.    Instmction  premature,  as  jury  should  first  find  that 
agent  was  authorized  to  act  for  principal. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  on  a  special 
contract  for  procuring  a  purchaser,  the  contract  having  'been 
made  by  one  alleged  to  be  the  agent  of  the  owner,  and  the 
authority  of  the  agent  being  one  of  the  issues,  the  court  prop- 
erly refused  an  instruction  stating  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  recover  if  he  was  employed  by  the  owner,  or  some 
one  acting  for  her,  without  stating  that  such  person  must  be 
authorized  to  so  act.    Fuvk  v.  Latta,  43  Neb.  739,  62  N.  W.  65. 

Sec.  956a.    Charge  in  case  of  implied  contract  held  correctly 
given. 

In  an  action  for  commissions,  it  was  admitted  that  defend- 
ant sold  the  property,  and  the  court  instructed  that  if  plain- 
tiff was  a  means  of  procuring  a  purchaser  for  the  property, 
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and  defendant  agreed  to  pay  a  reasonable  commission  for  his 
services,  or  permitted  plaintiff  to  render  services  under  circum- 
stances which  would  lead  a  reasonably  prudent  man  to  believe 
that  plaintiff  expected  compensation  therefor,  the  jury  should 
find  for  the  plaintiff.  ITeld,  that  the  instruction  properly  sub- 
mitted the  question  whether  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plain- 
tiff for  his  serN'iees,  or  permitted  him  to  render  them  under 
circumstances  leading  a  reasonably  prudent  man  to  believe  com- 
pensation was  expected.  Bullock  v.  Menninger  (Ky.  Ct.  App. 
10),125S.  W.  256.    See  also  Sec.  931. 

Sec.  957.  Instruction  that  if  plaintiff  performed  some  service 
though  he  did  not  sell,  entitled  to  some  compensation, 
proper. 

In  an  action  to  recover  for  the  value  of  services  as  agent 
in  selling  real  estate,  when  there  is  testimony  tending  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  rendered  some  service,  but  did  not  effect  a 
sale,  if  the  jury  believed  that  he  rendered  some  service,  an 
instruction  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover  on  a  qtuintum  meruit 
is  not  improper.  McMAirtry  v.  Madison,  18  Neb.  291,  25  N.  W. 
85.  (This  is  contrary  to  the  general  rule,  that  the  agent  stakes 
his  efforts  upon, success,  and  if  unsuccessful  loses  all.) 

Sec.  958.  Instruction  is  erroneous,  that  there  is  room  for  a 
verdict  of  no  cause  of  action,  where  defendant  admits 
broker  performed  services. 

"Where  defendant  admits  that  plaintiff  was  instrumental  in 
effecting  the  sale,  but  disputes  the  value  of  the  services,  it  is 
error  to  charge  the  jury  that  there  is  room  for  a  verdict  of  no 
cause  of  action.  Scribner  v.  Hazeltine,  79  Mich.  37,  44  N.  W. 
618. 

Sec.  959.  Instruction  that  if  agreement  was  as  claimed  by 
defendant  plaintiff  entitled  to  verdict,  improper. 

Plaintiff  having  brought  defendant  and  a  purchaser  together, 
a  sale  was  effected  by  thera  for  $10,000;  plaintiff  claimed  that 
he  was  authorized  to  sell  for  this  amount  and  for  a  commission 
thereon,  and  after  testifying  to  this  agreement,  he  testified 
that  just  before  and  after  defendant  made  the  sale  he  told 
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plaintiff  that  he  would  make  it  satisfactory  to  him  and  pay  him 
for  his  services;  defendant's  claim  was  that  plaintiff  was  to 
receive  as  commissions  only  such  sum  as  he  should  obtain  in 
excess  of  $10,000.  Held,  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  case 
which  entitled  plaintiff  to  an  instruction  that,  if  the  agreement 
was,  in  the  first  place,  as  claimed  by  defendant,  still  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  a  verdict  if  he  consented  to  the  sale  for  $10,000, 
and  the  defendant  thereupon  renewed  his  promise  to  pay  the 
commission.    Morehouse  v.  Remsen,  59  Conn.  392,  22  A.  427. 

Sec.  960.    Instruction  on  contract,  either  joint  or  several,  that 
defendant  only  liable  for  share,  properly  refused. 

Where  the  evidence  shows  that  defendant's  contract  to  pay 
plaintiffs  a  certain  commission  for  a  sale  of  land,  is  either  a 
joint  contract  \\ith  that  of  other  owners  of  the  land,  or  is  an 
individual  contract,  the  court  properly  refused  to  charge  that 
defendant  is  only  liable  for  his  share  of  the  commission  to  the 
extent  of  his  individual  interest;  their  liabilities  can  not  be  ap- 
portioned.   Mosseau  v.  La  Roche's  Sons,  80  Qa.  568,  5  S.  E.  780. 

Sec.  961.    Instruction  that  if  jury  find  contract  made  and  lots 
sold,  plaintiff  entitled  to  commissions,  proper. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  on  sales  of  lots,  an  instruc- 
tion, after  stating  the  respective  claims  of  the  parties,  that  if 
the  jury  find  that  the  arrangement  alleged  by  plaintiff  was 
made  and  after  that  arrangement  defendant's  lots  were  sold 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  claimed  by  him  as 
commissions,  is  proper,  there  being  no  question  as  to  the  price 
for  which  the  lots  were  sold.  Ockenfells  v.  Moeller,  79  Mich. 
314,  44  N.  W.  700. 

Sec.  962.    Instruction  that  broker  should  have  exercised  the 
greatest  care,  requires  too  high  a  degree  of  care. 

In  an  action  on  notes  defendant  pleaded  in  reconvention  that 
she  had  given  plaintiff  certain  money  to  loan  for  her,  but  which, 
through  his  negligence,  she  had  lost;  the  evidence  tended  to 
prove  that  plaintiff  had  received  a  commission  from  the  bor- 
rower for  making  the  loan.  Ileld,  an  instruction  that  if  plain- 
tiff received  a  profit  from  the  lending  he  was  bound  to  use  the 
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greatest  degree  of  care  that  an  ordinarily  prudent  person  would 
exercise  under  like  circumstances,  was  erroneous,  as  requiring 
too  high  a  degree  of  care;  plaintiff,  as  bailee  or  broker,  being 
only  required  to  exercise  the  care  of  an  ordinarily  prudent  per- 
son.   Caruthers  v.  Ross  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '01),  63  S.  W.  911. 

Sec.  963.  Instruction  that  it  was  incumbent  on  agent  to  show 
land  worth  the  price  error. 

Plaintiff  authorized  defendant,  who  was  a  broker,  to  sell  a 
tract  of  land,  and  to  contract  and  advertise  at  plaintiff's  ex- 
pense; it  was  afterwards  agreed  that  the  advertisement  should 
be  discontinued,  and  plaintiff  told  defendant  that  if  he  got  a 
piece  of  property  to  sell  for  which  plaintiff  could  turn  in  his 
property  as  part  payment  he  desired  to  know  it;  afterward  de- 
fendant and  others  obtained  an  option  on  some  land,  and 
notified  plaintiff,  who,  on  being  told  of  the  price  which  defend- 
ant and  his  associates  were  to  pay  for  it,  purchased  it,  after 
examination,  giving  his  land  as  part  payment;  later,  plaintiff 
sued  on  the  ground  that  defendant  was  his  agent  and  liable  to 
him  for  the  profit.  Held,  that  the  business  was  in  no  sense 
confidential,  and  it  was  error  to  instruct  that  it  was  incumbent 
on  defendant  to  show  that  when  plaintiff  purchased  he  had 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  and  that  the  land  was  worth  what 
he  paid  for  it.  Pomeroy  v.  Wimer,  167  Ind.  440,  78  N.  E.  233, 
79  N.  E.  446. 

Sec.  964.  Instruction  that  although  agent  could  sell  land  at 
price  fixed,  did  not  excuse  from  selling  at  best  price  ob- 
tainable, proper. 

In  an  action  against  brokers  to  recover  money  retained  by 
them  out  of  the  purchase  price,  an  instruction  that  though 
plaintiff  gave  defendants  authority  to  sell  his  land  for  a  spe- 
cific sum  per  acre,  such  authority  did  not  excuse  the  defend- 
ant from  seir.ng  for  the  best  obtainable  price,  was  not  errone- 
ous, on  the  rule  that  it  made  the  agent  exceed  the  instruc- 
tions of  his  principal,  and  made  him  liable  if  he  did  not  Harri- 
son V.  Lakeman,  189  Mo.  581,  88  S.  W.  53;  lAghtenstein  v. 
Mott,  91  N.  Y.  S.  57,  99  App.  Div.  570.    See  also  Sec.  290. 
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See.  966.  Instruction  ftummfag  from  purchaser  giving  check 
to  seller,  who  turned  it  over  to  broker,  that  latter  received 
it  from  purchaser,  proper. 

Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  from  brokers  a  portion  of 
the  purchase  money  retained  by  them  for  effecting  a  sale  of 
plaintiff's  land,  the  evidence  showed  that  the  purchaser  gave 
his  check  to  plaintiff,  and  he  turned  it  over  to  defendants, 
who  subsequently  gave  plaintiff  their  check,  an  instruction  as- 
suming that  defendants  received  the  money  from  the  purchaser 
was  not  erroneous.  Harrison  v.  Lakeman,  189  Mo.  581,  88  S. 
W.  53. 


Sec.  966.    Instruction  that  if  broker  misread  contract  to  prin- 
cipal to  deceive,  not  binding  on  him,  proper. 

Where  a  land  owner  sued  his  brokers,  who  had  effected  a 
sale,  to  recover  a' portion,  of  the  purchase  money  which  had 
been  retained  by  them,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was 
not  binding  on  him,  because  he  had  been  fraudulently  induced 
to  enter  into  it  by  the  act  of  the  defendants  in  not  correctly 
reading  the  contract  to  him,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  the 
contract  had  been  qualified  by  the  alteration  thereof  by  de- 
fendants, an  instruction  that  if  plaintiff  signed  the  original 
contract,  defendants  in  reading  it  to  him  having  fraudulently 
deceived  him,  ihen  the  contract  was  not  binding,  was  not  er- 
roneous, on  the  theory  that  the  action  was  not  one  for  the 
cancellation  of  a  contract.    Id. 

Sec.  967.    Instruction  that  contract  was  severable,  and  bro- 
ker entitled  to  compensation  for  one  deal,  proper. 

Evidence  held  conclusive  that  the  contract  by  which  appel- 
lant agreed  to  pay  a  commission  of  one  dollar  per  acre  for 
procuring  contemplated  exchanges  of  real  estate  for  other  prop- 
erty was  not  an  entire  but  a  severable  contract;  the  respond 
ent  was  entitled  to  his  commissions  upon  effecting  one  of  the 
contemplated  trades,  and  the  court  did  not  err  in  so  instruct- 
ing the  jury.  Ooodspeed  v.  Miller,  98  Minn.  457,  108  N.  W. 
817.    See  also  Sec.  496. 
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Sec.  968.  Instruction  that  propositionB  were  Bubstantially  the 
same,  erroneous,  being  by  different  brokers  and  different 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  it 
appeared  that  plaintiff  obtained  for  defendant's  property,  val- 
ued at  $90,000,  an  offer  consisting  of  an  equity  in  certain 
apartment  houses  estimated  at  $60,000,  and  an  equity  in  cer- 
tain dwelling  houses  estimated  at  $30,000,  which  offer  was  de- 
clined; that  plaintiff  thereafter  obtained  from  the  same  per- 
son an  offer  of  an  apartment  house,  and  a  mortgage  for  $30,000 
on  the  property  to  be  taken  from  defendant,  which  was  also 
declined;  and  that  another  broker,  in  ignorance  of  what  plain- 
tiff had  done,  subsequently  obtained  from  the  same  person  the 
offer  of  an  equity  in  an  apartment  house  estimated  at  $15,000, 
and  mortgages  for  $85,000  on  the  property  taken  of  defendant, 
which  defendant  accepted.  Held,  that  the  offer  so  accepted 
was  substantially  different  from  either  of  those  submitted  by 
plaintiff,  and  therefore  an  instruction,  on  the  theory  that  they 
were  substantially  the  same,  was  misleading.  Crowningshield 
V.  Foster,.  169  Mass.  237,  47  N.  E.  879. 

Sec.  969.  Instruction  proper  that  if  contract  was  altered 
before  purchaser  executed  it,  there  was  no  meeting  of 
minds. 

Where  a  broker,  in  an  action  for  services  in  procuring  de- 
fendant a  purchaser  for  land,  claimed  that  both  parties  had 
signed  duplicate  contracts  of  sale,  and  defendant  claimed  that 
after  signing  the  papers  the  purchaser  took  them  and  signed 
only  after  making  material  alterations  therein,  and  that  he 
thereupon  refused  to  re-execute  the  contracts  as  altered,  and 
that  they  were  never  delivered,  it  was  error  to  refuse  an  in- 
struction that  if,  after  defendant  executed  the  contracts,  they 
were  altered  before  the  purchaser  executed  them,  and  were 
never  subsequently  re-executed,  there  was  no  meeting  of  minds. 
Bruce  v.  Hurlbut,  66  N.  Y.  S.  1127,  54  App.  Div.  616 ;  Ballou 
V.  Bergvendsen,  9  N.  D.  285,  83  N.  W.  10.    See  also  Sec.  996. 

Sec.  970.  Instruction  erroneous  that  broker  to  find  purchaser 
is  entitled  to  commissions,  though  paid  by  purchaser. 

Plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendant  to  find  a  purchaser  for 
lands,  and  was  also  under  an  agreement  with  certain  prospec- 
tive purchasers  by  which  he  was  to  participate  with  them  in 
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the  advantages  of  the  purchase  if  made ;  he  induced  these  pur- 
chasers to  inspect  the  lands,  and  on  their  objecting  to  the 
price,  defendant,  unknown  to  them,  included  the  plaintiff's 
commissions  from  defendant,  urging  them  to  make  the  pur- 
chase, and  finally  induced  them  to  agree  to  do  so;  afterwards, 
when  they  discovered  the  dual  character  of  plaintiff's  agency, 
they  refused  to  consummate  the  contract  and  defendant  re- 
fused to  pay  plaintiff  commissions,  whereupon  he  brought  suit 
therefor.  Held,  that  a  charge  that  if  defendant  employed 
plaintiff  to  find  a  purchaser  at  a  price  which  would  be  satis- 
factory to  defendant  and  the  purchaser,  defendant  could  not 
defeat  the  action  by  proof  that  plaintiff  was  also  to  be  paid 
for  his  services  by  the  purchaser,  was  erroneous.  Oreen  v. 
Southern  States  Lumber  Co.,  141  Ala.  680,  37  S.  670.  See  also 
Sec.  314. 

Sec.  970a.    Erroneous  instruction  to  jury  as  to  waiver. 

Where  the  only  testimony  as  to  whether  or  not  there  was 
a  modification  of  the  agreement  of  defendant  that  plaintiff, 
a  real  estate  agent,  should  have  a  commission  if  a  trade  of 
defendant's  property  was  made  with  S.,  was  defendant's  tes- 
timony, contradicted  by  plaintiff,  that  after  the  first  attempt 
at  a  trade  had  failed,  he  had  a  conversation  with  plaintiff, 
in  which  plaintiff  said  that  S.  would  not  trade,  and  that  they 
would  drop  the  deal,  and  that  if  defendant  disposed  of  the 
property  himself,  or  through  another  agent,  he  did  not  expect 
a  commission;  that  he  only  expected  one  if  he  closed  the  deal 
himself;  the  only  question  for  the  jury  was  whether  such  con- 
versation occurred,  as,  if  it  did,  plaintiff  would  be  presumed 
to  have  understood  it,  so  that,  the  sale  having  been  consum- 
mated by  another  agent,  it  was  error  to  instruct  that  for  de- 
fendant to  escape  liability  to  plaintiff  he  must  show,  not  only 
that  he  understood  plaintiff  had  waived  his  claim  to  a  com- 
mission, but  also  that  plaintiff  understood  that  he  was  to  waive 
such  claim.    Romans  v.  Thew  (Iowa  Sup.  '09),  120  N.  W.  629. 

Sec.  971.  Instruction  properly  refused  that  if  property  was 
brought  to  defendant's  notice  in  advance  of  plaintiff's, 
latter  not  entitled  to  recover  share  of  commissions. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  from 
defendant  one-half  of  the  commissions  received  by  the  latter 
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on  a  sale  of  certain  property  for  the  sale  of  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  agent,  the  complaint  alleged  that  plaintiff  brought  the 
property  to  defendant's  notice,  that  the  latter  agreed  to  co- 
operate with  plaintiff  in  the  sale  of  the  property,  and  in  con- 
sideration of  his  bringing  the  same  to  defendant's  notice  and 
of  his  services,  defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  one-half  of 
the  commissions  received  on  the  sale  of  the  property,  the  court 
properly  refused  to  charge  that  if  the  premises  ini  question  were 
brought  to  defendant's  notice  prior  to  the  plaintiff's  bringing 
notice  thereof  to  defendant,  he  could  not  recover  on  the  con- 
tract.   Alden  v.  Robhison,  98  N.  Y.  S.  675. 

Sec.  972.    Instmction  to  find  for  defendant  error,  where 
plaintiff  shows  he  induced  buyer  to  make  offer  accepted. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  the 
only  evidence  introduced  was  by  the  plaintiff,  which  showed 
an  employment  to  sell  land  at  a  fixed  price;  that  the  agent  in- 
duced the  purchaser  to  make  an  offer  for  it;  that  the  offer  was 
finally  accepted  upon  a  sale  of  the  property  at  auction  on  the 
terms  of  the  purchaser's  offer  to  the  agent;  there  was  no  no- 
tice of  discharge  from  further  services  given;  and  the  ser- 
vices were  worth  a  certain  sum,  as  fixed  by  the  contract  of 
emplojrment,  which  was  proved.    Held,  that  the  court  erred  in 

# 

giving  peremptory  instructions  at  the  close  of  plaintiff's  tes- 
timony to  find  for  the  defendants.  West  v.  Prewitt,  19  Ky. 
L.  R.  1480,  43  S.  W.  467;  Muskowitz  v.  Miller,  113  N.  Y.  S, 
1037. 

Sec.  973.    Instruction  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  if 
cause  of  sale  error,  where  employment  as  agent  is  in  issue. 

Where  the  question  whether  a  real  estate  broker  was  em- 
ployed by  the  owner  is  in  issue  in  an  action  for  broker's  com- 
missions, and  the  evidence  thereon  is  confiicting,  it  is  error  to 
instruct  that  the  broker  is  entitled  to  recover,  if  he  was  the 
procuring  cause  of  sale,  for  the  commissions  as  claimed,  as  the 
instruction  takes  the  question  of  employment  from  the  jury. 
Benedict  v.  Pell,  74  N.  Y.  S.  1085,  70  App.  Div.  40. 

Sec.  974.    Instruction  that  if  contract  sued  on  was  different, 
plaintiff  harred  recovery  error,  is  a  question  of  law. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  finding 
a  purchaser  for  land,  an*  instruction  that  if  the  contract  sued 
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on  dinered  from  the  contract  made,  plaintiff  could  not  re- 
cover, was  erroneous,  as  leaving  a  question  of  law  to  the  jury. 
Nichols  V.  Whiiacre,  112  Mo.  App.  692,  87  S.  W.  594. 

Sec.    975.    Instmction    on    defendant's   right    to   terminate 
agency,  "broker  entitled  to  fruits  of  seed  sown,"  error. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  for  a  sale 
of  land,  it  appeared  that  some  months  after  the  authority  to 
sell  had  been  revoked  for  failure  of  the  broker  to  procure  a 
purchaser,  the  owners  sold  the  land  to  one  with  whom  the  bro- 
ker had  attempted  to  engotiate  a  sale.  Held,  error  to  submit 
the  cause  to  the  jury  to  determine  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
the  efficient  cause  in  procuring  the  sale,  and,  on  defendant's 
request,  to  charge  that  defendant  had  the  right  to  terminate 
his  employment  at  any  time,  if  he,  did  not  within  a  reasonable 
time  produce  a  purchaser,  to  reply:  **I  have  already  charged 
that,  but  that  does  not  prevent  him  from  being  entitled  to  the 
fruits  of  the  seed  he  had  already  sown."  Donovan  v.  Weed, 
182  N.  Y.  43,  74  N.  E.  563. 

Sec.  975a.    Erroneous  instruction  containing  expression  of 
opinion  by  the  court  on  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  the  issue  was 
whether  plaintiff  had  sent  the  purchaser  to  defendant,  and 
there  was  evidence  for  defendant  that  plaintiff  had  told  de- 
fendant that  he  did  not  know  the  purchaser.  The  court  in- 
structed the  jury  that,  if  they  found  any  testimony  to  the 
contrary  of  plaintiff's  assertion  that  he  sent  the  purchaser  to 
defendant,  they  were  at  liberty  to  find  it,  but  if  they  could 
not,  then  they  were  bound  to  take  the  testimony  as  it  stood, 
and  that  they  were  to  examine  the  evidence  and  find  wherein 
or  whereby  there  was  any  testimony  to  the  effect  that  the  pur- 
chaser did  not  go  to  defendant's  house  under  the  direction  of 
plaintiff,  and,  if  they  found  any  such  testimony,  to  consider  it, 
but  if  they  found  no  such  testimony  that  their  duty  was  plain. 
Held,  that  the  charge  was  erroneous  as  an  expression  of  opinion 
by  the  court,  that  there  was  no  testimony  in  the  record  contra- 
dictory to  plaintiff's  assertion  that  he  sent  the  purchaser  to 
defendant.  Barendsen  v.  Wilder  (Mich.  Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W. 
355,  16  D.  L.  N.  529. 
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Sec.  976.  iBBtruction  proper  that  broker  could  not  recover 
unless  principal  knew  he  was  employed  by  seller. 

If,  in  an  action  against  a  buyer  of  land  for  a  broker's  com- 
missions, the  plaintiff's  evidence  leaves  it  doubtful  whether, 
while  acting  for  defendant,  he  also  was  employed  by  A.,  the 
owner  of  the  land,  to  sell  it,  or  simply  had  an  option  on  the 
property  at  the  price  named,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have 
the  jury  instructed  that,  **if  the  plaintiff  acted  as  agent  for 
A.,  without  disclosing  the  fact  that  he  was  such  agent  to  the 
defendant,  he  can  not  recover  a  commission  from  the  defend- 
ant."    Carpenter  v.  Fisher,  175  Mass.  9    55  N.  B.  479.     See 

also  Sec.  314. 

> 

Sec.  977.  Instruction  proper  that  brokers  could  not  recover 
unless  defendant  knew  they  would  get  pay  from  the  other 
party. 
On  the  issue,  whether  real  estate  brokers  suing  to  recover 
commissions  for  effecting  an  exchange  of  property,  who  had 
stipulated  for  commissions  from  both  parties,  were  agents  for 
both  parties  so  as  to  forfeit  their  right  to  compensation,  or 
mere  middlemen,  the  court  charged  that  no  recovery  could  be 
had  if  the  contract  was  one  of  agency,  instead  of  that  of  mid- 
dlemen; that  the  brokers  claimed  that  all  they  agreed  to  do 
was  to  find  a  man  willing  to  make  the  trade;  and  that  de- 
fendant claimed  that  they  agreed  to  take  the  property  and  do 
the  best  they  could  with  it;  and  that,  if  defendant's  contention 
were  true,  the  brokers  could  not  recover  commissions,  unless 
defendant  knew,  before  employing  them,  that  they  had  stipu- 
lated for  commissions  from  the  other  party.  Held,  that  the 
instruction  was  sufficient.  Friar  v.  Smith,  120  Mich.  411,  79 
N.  W.  633,  46  L.  R.  A.  229.     See  also  Sec.  314. 

Sec.  978.  Instruction  that  if  commission  was  to  be  paid,  de- 
fendant would  not  have  sold  and  plaintiff  barred  recovery, 
properly  refused. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  in 
which  there  was  evidence  that  the  principal  had  sold  the  prop- 
erty to  a  purchaser  procured  by  the  broker,  an  instruction  that 
the  defendant  would  not  have  sold  the  property  if  he  had 
known  that  he  had  to  pay  plaintiff  a  commission,   plaintiff 
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could  not  recover,  was  properly  refused.     Enochs  v.  Paxton, 
87  Miss.  660,  44  S.  14. 

Sec.  979.    Instruction  that  buyer  by  repeating  off^  was  en- 
abling plaintiff  to  recover,  error  as  suggesting  conspiracy. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  a  commission  for 
procuring  a  purchaser  for  a  farm,  who  at  first  stated  to  the 
owner  that  he  would  not  buy  it,  but  who,  on  the  same  day, 
offered  to  take  it  on  the  terms  agreed  on,  an  instruction  that 
he  would  have  no  right  to  return  and  offer  to  take  the  farm 
for  the  mere  purpose  of  collecting  a  commission  from  defend- 
ant, was  erroneous,  as  suggesting  a  conspiracy  between  the 
broker  and  the  purchaser.  Salle e  v.  McMurray,  113  Mo.  App. 
253,  88  S.  W.  157. 

Sec.  980.    Instruction  to  find  for  plaintiff  if  believed  he  v^as 
trying  to  sell  land,  not  v^arranted  by  pleadings. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker,  suing  for  commissions,  alleges 
that  through  his  efforts  the  land  was  sold,  an  instruction  that 
if  the  jury  believe  plaintiff  was  trying  to  sell  the  land,  etc., 
they  should  find  for  him,  Is  not  warranted  by  the  pleadings. 
Yarhrough  v.  Cr eager  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '03),  77  S.  W.  645. 

Sec.   981.    Instruction  proper    defining   distinction  betv^een 
selling  to  broker's  customer  and  to  a  third  party. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  defendant's  land, 
an  instruction  that  the  jur\'^  should  find  for  the  defendant  if 
the  plaintiff  had  been  unable  to  procure  a  purchaser,  and 
had  abandoned  his  efforts  to  procure  one,  was  not  reversible 
error  for  making  defendant's  rights  dependent  upon  two  states 
of  facts,  either  of  which  was  sufficient  in  itself,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  plaintiff's  claim  was  that  he  found  a  purchaser  to 
whom  defendant  sold,  pending  plaintiff's  negotiations  for  a 
sale,  and  that  the  court  also  instructed  on  the  distinction  be- 
tween selling  to  the  plaintiff's  customer  and  to  a  third  party. 
Van  Tobel  v.  Stetson,  32  Wash.  683,  73  P.  788. 

Sec.   982.    Instruction   that   sale   effected   through  broker's 
efforts  is  meritorious,  improper. 

In  an  action  by  real  estate  agents  for  commissions,  a  charge 
that    where  a  sale  is  effected  through  the  efforts  of  a  real 
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estate  agent,  ''his  services  are  regarded  in  law  as  highly  meri- 
torious ancF  beneficial/'  is  improper.  Bowie  v.  Ghige,  127  Wis. 
245,  106  N.  W.  1074,  115  Am.  St.  R.  1010. 

Sec.  983.    Instruction  that  broker  must  show  retainer  or  ac- 
ceptance by  principal,  not  nsoally  prejndiciaL 

An  instruction  that  a  broker  must  show  a  retainer  or  that 
the  principal  accepted  his  agency  and  ratified  his  acts,  is  not 
prejudicial  to  the  principal,  although  there  is  no  evidence  of 
ratification,  where  the  jury  was  instructed  as  to  what  is  nec- 
essary to  constitute  a  ratification.  Dunccm  v.  Borden,  13  Colo. 
App.  481,  59  P.  60. 

Sec.  984.    Inatruction  asstiming  broker  acted  for  defendant 
erroneous,  although  that  separately  submitted. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  brdker  for  commissions,  the  de- 
fendant answered  denying  the  broker's  employment,  and  tes- 
tified that  he  merely  inquired  of  the  broker  if  the  latter  had  a 
customer  who  would  exchange  land  for  the  defendant's  stock; 
that  the  broker  responded  that  he  had;  that  defendant  then 
said  he  was  putting  in  his  own  time  trading,  and  wanted  it 
understood  that  he  would  not  pay  a  commission;  the  court  in- 
structed, if  it  appeared  that  at  defendant's  instance  the  bro- 
ker procured  a  customer,  etc.,  and  that  it  appeared  that  when 
defendant  listed  his  property  with  the  broker,  the  latter  in 
bringing  the  parties  together,  etc.,  was  acting  for  both  of  them. 
Held,  that  the  instruction  was  erroneous  in  assuming  that  the 
broker  was  acting  for  the  defendant,  though  the  issue  as  to 
defendant's  promise  to  pay  a  commission  was  separately  sub- 
mitted.   Casady  v.  Carraher,  119  Iowa,  500,  93  N.  W.  386. 

Sec.  984a.    Instruction  to  find  for  plaintiff  held  not  mislead- 
ing when  condition  favoring  defendant  also  given. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  on  a  sale  of 
real  estate,  the  court  charged  that  the  jury  should  find  for  de- 
fendant, if  a  specified  condition  had  been  imposed  for  the  sale, 
and  the  sale  was  made  without  reference  thereto,  an  instruction 
that  if  the  broker  by  himself,  or  through  his  sub-agent,  pro- 
duced a  purchaser  ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  on  the  terms 
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agreed  on  between  the  broker  and  the  owner,  the  owner  was 
liable,  was  not  misleading,  for,  if  the  specified  condition  had 
been  imposed,  the  charge  required  proof  that  the  sale  had  been 
effected  accordingly.  Hansen  v.  WiUiams  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08), 
113  S.  W.  312. 

Sec.  986.  iBBtruction  that  unless  they  find  contract  entered 
into  must  lind  for  defendant,  insuflScient. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  commissions,  in  which 
defendant  claimed  that  a  contract  to  pay  commissions  was  not 
made  with  plaintiff  personally,  but  with  him  as  agent  of  his 
father,  an  instruction  that  the  first  question  to  determine  was 
whether  the  contract  was  between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  or 
between  plaintiff's  father  and  defendant,  and  that  unless  the 
jury  find  that  the  contract  was  entered  into  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant  they  should  find  for  the  latter,  was  not  a  suflS* 
cient  statement  of  the  principle  that  defendant  was  not  liable 
if  the  contract  was  made  with  the  principal  as  agent.  Snyder 
V.  Fidler,  125  Iowa,  378,  101  N.  W.  130. 

Sec.  986.  Instruction  that  broker  could  recover  if,  when  nego* 
tialions  were  broken  ofT,  buyer  still  intended  to  buy 
erroneous. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  landman  instruction 
which  assumes  a  ratification  of  plaintiff's  authority  to  sell,  but 
directs  that  plaintiff  might  recover  if  the  subsequent  sale  of 
the  land  by  the  owner  to  the  same  person  with  whom  plain- 
tiff has  previously  negotiated,  if  at  the  time  negotiations  with 
him  were  broken  off,  the  purchaser  had  not  given  up  the  idea 
of  ultimately  making  the  purchase,  is  erroneous.  Chillet  v. 
Corum,  5  Kan.  608.    See  also  Sec.  447. 

Sec.  988a.  Charge  of  cancellation  of  broker's  contract  impro*^- 
erly  refused. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  that 
if  defendant  told  plaintiff,  or  his  partner,  to  take  the  land 
off  the  market,  that  it  was  not  for  sale,  to  find  for  defendant, 
was  improperly  refused,  though  the  court  instructed  in  a  gen- 
eral  way  that  plaintiff  could  not  recovei  if  defendant  had  with- 
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drawn  authority  to  sell.     Taylor  v.  Read  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08), 
113  S.  W.  191. 

Sec.  987.  Instruction  that  delegated  authority  can  not  be 
re-delegated,  misleading  and  erroneous. 

Where  a  land  owner  authorized  a  person  to  write  .to  an  agent 
authorizing  him  to  sell  real  estate,  which  the  agent  does  pur- 
suant to  the  letter  so  written,  after  which  the  land  owner  dis- 
putes his  authority  to  sell,  an  instruction  that  a  delegated  author- 
ity to  an  agent  to  sell  real  estate  can  not  be  re-delegated,  is 
misleading  and  erroneous.    Gross  v.  Schafer,  29  Kan.  442.    Sec 

Sec.  987a.  Prejudicial  error  in  charge  to  jury  recalled  for 
further  instructions. 

An  instruction,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  after 
the  jury  had  been  recalled,  and  had  announced  that  they  were 
not  likely  to  agree  upon  a  verdict,  that  such  trials  were  costly 
to  the  county,  that  if  results  are  not  reached  people  lose  faith 
in  the  ability  of  the  courts  to  deliver  justice;  that  the  single 
question  in  the  case,  which  could  be  solved  readily,  was  whether 
plaintiff,  by  his  sub-agent,  procured  a  customer,  and  whether 
the  parties  dealt,  that  if  so,  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  his  com- 
missions; and  that  the  case  was  the  simplest  ever  presented 
to  a  jury,  was  prejudicial  error,  as  in  fact  directing  a  ver- 
dict for  plaintiff,  though  the  court  had  previously  instructed 
that  before  the  plaintiff  eould  recover  he  must  prove  by  a 
fair  preponderance  of  the  evidence  that  defendant  contracted 
with  him,  or  that  she  authorized  her  husband  to  do  so,  etc. 
Ehert  v.  Wilcox,  155  Mich.  69,  118  N.  W.  735,  15  D.  L.  N.  967. 

Sec.  988.  It  was  error  to  refuse  instruction  that  plaintiff's 
employment  to  procure  a  tenant  was  revoked  by  inter- 
view. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  in  negotiat- 
ing a  hotel  lease,  the  court  charged  that  the  jury  could  find 
for  the  plaintiff,  either  if  plaintiff's  agency  had  been  revoked 
or  if  the  revocation  w^as  made  in  bad  faith,  the  refusal  of  cer- 
tain instructions,  **that  under  the  evidence  plaintiff's  em- 
ployment to  procure  a  tenant  was  revoked  by  what  took  place 
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in  a  certain  interview  between  plaintiff  and  defendant/'  could 
not  be  sustained  on  the  theory  that  a  revocation,  if  in  fraud 
of  plaintiff's  rights,  would  not  amount  to  a  revocation.  Cadi- 
gan  v.  Crabtree,  192  Mass.  230,  78  N.  E.  412. 

Sec.  989.    Instruction  to  find  for  defendant  on  one  state  of 
facts,  for  plaintiff  on  another,  not  inconsistent. 

An  instruction,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  com- 
missions, to  find  for  defendant  if  he  employed  plaintiff  to 
sell  his  land  and  agreed  to  pay  him  a  commission,  and  subse- 
quently and  before  the  purchaser  had  been  produced  to  defend- 
ant, or  a  written  contract  secured  by  plaintiff  for  a  sale,  de- 
fendant notified  him  that  he  would,  three  days  later,  take  the 
land  from  his  list,  and  that  he  never  made  any  further  effort 
to  sell;  and  an  instruction  to  find  for  plaintiff,  if  defendant 
agreed  to  pay  him  a  commission  for  selling  his  land,  and  plain- 
tiff, as  his  agent,  made  a  verbal  contract  with  E.  to  sell  him 
the  land  on  the  stipulated  terms,  and  a  month  later  E.  made 
a  written  contract  with  plaintiff  to  buy  the  land  on  such 
terms,  and  E.  was  financially  able  to  execute  such  contract, 
though  in  the  time  between  the  making  of  the  verbal  and 
written  contracts  defendant  notified  plaintiff  he  had  termin- 
ated his  agency,  are  not  inconsistent,  and  both  are  correct, 
Kesterson  v.  Cheuvront  (Mo.  App.  '02),  70  S.  W.  1091;  Wein- 
man V.  Spencer  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  124  S.  W.  209;  Benton  v. 
Brotvn  (Iowa  Sup.  '10),  124  X.  W.  815. 

Sec.  990.    Instruction  to  find  for  defendant  if  plaintiff  aban- 
doned emplojrment,  did  not  harm  defendant. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  agent  for  commissions,  in  which 
it  was  claimed  that  plaintiff  had  abandoned  his  agency,  an 
instruction  that  if  the  jury  believed  he  had  abandoned  the 
agency  he  could  not  recover,  though  faulty  for  failure  to  state 
the  specific  facts  alleged  to  constitute  the  abandonment,  could 
not  have  harmed  defendant.  McCormack  v.  Henderson,  100 
Mo.  App.  647,  75  S.  W.  171. 

Sec.  990a.    Charge  held  not  to  require  a  verdict  for  defendant. 

The  evidence  being  conflicting  as  to  whether  the  property 
was  withdrawn  from  the  market  before  or  after  the  owner's 
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employment  pf  the  broker,  a  charge,  in  the  broker's  action  for 
compensation,  that  if,  before  the  broker  submitted  the  prop- 
erty for  sale  to  a  prospective  purchaser,  the  owner  had  re- 
fused the  offer  of  the  prospective  purchaser,  defendant  should 
recover,  did  not  require  a  verdict  for  defendant.  Brady  v. 
Maddox  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  124  S.  W.  739. 

Sec.  990b.    Oharge  interpreted  not  to  require  the  jury  to 
ignore  the  apecial  charges. 

A  general  charge  that  the  jury  should  find  a  verdict  upon 
a  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  under  the  foregoing  charge, 
followed  by  defendant's  special  charges,  was  not  erroneous  as 
requiring  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  under  the  general  charge 
alone,  and  to  ignore  the  special  charges,  since  the  jury  could 
not  have  understood  that  after  the  special  charges  were  given 
they  were  to  be  ignored.  Brady  v.  Maddox  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  124  S.  W.  739. 

Sec.  991.    Instruction  that  broker  only  required  to  find  pur- 
chaser if  land  had  average  quantity  of  timber,  erroneous. 

Where  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  services  in  the  selling 
of  timber  land,  a  letter  written  by  defendant  was  silent  as  to 
an  '* average  quantity"  of  timber,  certain  instructions  charg- 
ing that  defendant's  proposition  contained  in  such  letter  only 
required  plaintiff  to  secure  a  purchaser  of  all  land  if  it  con- 
tained an  average  quantity  of  timber,  were  erroneous.  Veaich 
V.  Norman,  109  Mo.  App.  387,  84  S.  W.  350. 

Sec.  992.    Instruction  that  if  defendant  made  promise  verdict 
should  be  for  plaintiff,  correct. 

Where  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  $1,000  for  making  a  sale, 
on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  special  contract  therefor,  there 
is  no  error  in  charging  that  if  defendant  made  the  promise, 
the  verdict  should  be  for  plaintiff,  there  being  no  request  for 
an  instruction  on  the  want  of  consideration,  and  defendant's 
testimony  that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  before  as  well  as 
afterwards  plaintiff  was  in  his  employ,  and  whatever  services  he 
rendered,  including  any  he  may  have  rendered  in  connec- 
tion with  the  sale,  were  within  the  scope  of  his  said  employ- 
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ment,  and  any  such  special  contract  was  without  consideration, 
being  too  vague  and  uncertain  to  warrant  a  finding  that  the 
special  services  were  within  the  scope  of  any  contract  between 
them  other  than  that  sued  on.  Keyser  v.  Beilly,  191  Pa.  St.  271, 
43  A.  317,  44  Weekly  N.  C.  240. 

Sec.  993.    Instruction  that  agent  throuj^h  whose  effort  buyer 
found  entitled  to  commission,  inapplicable  to  proof. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  where  there  was 
no  evidence  that  defendant  had  employed  others  to  make  a 
sale  of  the  property,  an  instruction  that  the  agent,  through 
whose  efforts  a  purchaser  was  found,  is  alone  entitled  to  the 
commissions,  though  legally  correct,  was  erroneous  as  inappli- 
cable to  the  proof.  Leech  v.  demons,  14  Colo.  App,  45,  59  P. 
230. 

8ec.   994.    Instruction  authorizing  finding  against  plaintiff, 
though  procuring  cause  of  sale,  erroneous. 

In  an  action  for  the  commissions  of  a  real  estate  broker,  in- 
structions that  if  plaintiff  and  another  broker  both  had  the 
premises  for  sale,  and  the  other  first  directed  the  purchaser's 
attention  to  the  property,  and  first  visited  the  property  with 
him,  he  was  entitled,  to  the  commissions,  though  plaintiff  af- 
terwards took  the  purchaser  to  the  property  and  introduced 
him  to  the  owner,  were  erroneous,  because  authorizing  a  find- 
ing against  plaintiff,  though  he  was  the  procuring  cause  of 
sale,  and  as  such  entitled  to  compensation.  Bowser  v.  Mick, 
29  Ind.  App.  49,  62  N.  E.  513. 

8ec.  994a.    Instruction  erroneous  which  disregards  who  was 
the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions, 
the  issues  involved  the  question  whether  the  efforts  of  the  bro- 
ker were  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale,  an  instruction  au- 
thorizing a  recovery  on  a  finding  that  the  broker  was  employed 
to  procure  a  purchaser  and  introduced  a  customer  to  the  owner 
to  whom  a  sale  was  subsequently  made,  without  requiring  a 
finding  that  the  broker  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale 
was  erroneous.    Russell  v.  Poor  (Mo.  App.  '08),  115  S.  W.  1. 
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Sec.  996.  Instruction  held  inconsistent  with  another  that  con- 
tract had  been  ratified. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  a  charge 
that  if  the  purchasers  were  accepted  by  defendant  as  satis- 
factory, the  verdict  should  be  for  plaintiff,  but,  if  not,  to  au- 
thorize a  recovery  it  must  be  shown  that  the  purchasers  were 
ready,  willing  and  able  to  perform  their  part  of  the  contract, 
within  a  reasonable  time  from  that  named  therein,  was  incon- 
sistent with  another  charge  that  the  contract  had  been  ratified 
and  confirmed  by  defendant  and  was  binding  on  him.  Flynn 
V.  Jordal,  124  Iowa,  457,  100  N.  W.  326. 

Sec.  996.  Instmction  that  if  plaintiff  materially  altered  con- 
tract, without  defendant's  knowledge,  it  would  not  bind 
him,  not  objectionable. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  that 
the  sale  contract  contained  the  terms  of  the  sale  and  plain- 
tiff's authority,  and  that  he  had  no  right  to  sell  the  land  on 
any  other  terms,  and  if  he  changed  the  contract,  without  de- 
fendant's knowledge  or  consent,  by  striking  out  the  rate  of 
interest  to  be  paid,  it  was  a  material  alteration,  and  would  not 
bind  defendant,  nor  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover  his  commissions, 
was  not  objectionable,  in  that  it  omitted  to  charge  that,  if 
plaintiff  made  the  change  in  good  faith,  believing  that  it  was 
in  accordance  with  the  understanding  of  the  parties,  there  was 
no  fraud.  Robertson  v.  Vasey,  125  Iowa,  526,  101  N.  W.  271. 
See  also  Sec.  969. 

Sec.  997.  Instruction  that  where  owner  knew,  he  is  not  bound 
to  decide  which  was  procuring  cause,  properly  refused. 

An  instruction  that  an  employer  of  two  or  more  real  estate 
brokers  may  make  a  sale  to  the  buyer  produced  by  either  of 
them,  and  is  not  bound  to  decide  which  of  them  is  the  primary 
cause  of  the  purchase,  is  properly  refused,  where  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  employer  of  two  brokers,  sued  by  one  of  them, 
had  full  notice  that  he  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale. 
Egglesion  v.  Austin,  27  Kan.  245. 


PI^\DINGS,   PRACTICE,   ETC.  569 

Sec.  998.  Ixifltruction  that  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  recover 
nnless  he  sold  at  price  fixed,  correct. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  selling  land,  in  which 
defendants  pleaded  in  their  answer  that  the  contract  was  that 
plaintiff  was  to  sell  the  land  and  have  a  commission  of 
one  and  one-half  per  cent,  if  he  sold  it  at  $90  per  acre,  and 
that  they  had  taken  the  land  out  of  the  hands  of  plaintiff  for 
sale  and  sold  it  themselves,  they  can  not  complain  of  an  in- 
struction to  the  jury  to  find  for  them,  if  the  jury  believed 
that  the  only  contract  was  that  if  plaintiff  would  sell  the 
land  for  defendant  at  the  price  of  $90 .  per  acre  defendants 
would  pay  one  and  one-half  per  cent,  commissions,  and  that 
plaintiff  failed  to  sell  the  land,  or  find  a  buyer  therefor  at  that 
price.    Premitt  v.  West,  22  Ky.  L.  R.  492,  55  S.  W.  884. 

Sec.  999.  Instmction,  if  defendant  not  requested  to  furnish 
abstract  of  title,  plaintiff  not  entitled  to  recover,  properly 
refused. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  finding  a  pur- 
chaser for  defendant's  land,  plaintiff  claimed  that  defendant 
had  been  required  to  give  an  abstract  of  title,  which  he  had 
not  done,  hence  defeating  the  sale;  defendant  denied  that  he 
had  been  ** requested;"  but  his  evidence  showed  that  the  ab- 
stract "had  been  required,''  and  the  contract  with  the  broker 
provided  that  **if  required,"  an  abstract  should  be  furnished. 
Heldf  that  defendant  could  not  complain  of  the  refusal  of  an 
instruction  that,  if  defendant  was  not  requested  to  furnish  an 
abstract,  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  Bruce  v.  Wolfe, 
102  Mo.  App.  384,  76  S.  W.  723. 

Sec.  1000.  Instruction  erroneous  in  eliminating  question  of 
connection  between  the  transactions. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  services,  plaintiff  claimed 
that  the  defendant  agreed  to  pay  him  $1,000,000  in  case  he 
purchased  a  railroad  which  plaintiff  was  endeavoring  to  sell, 
or  became  interested  therein,  and  plaintiff  claimed  that  there- 
after defendant  did  become  interested  by  participating  in  a 
syndicate  by  which  such  railroad  was  consolidated  with  another, 
an  instruction  that  plaintiff's  contention  was  that  defendant 
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agreed  to  pay  $1,000,000  if  he  went  in  with  any  one  else  in 
the  purchase  of  the  property,  and  that  when  he  participated 
in  the  syndicate,  **he  did  go  in  with  somebody  else,  and  there- 
fore became  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  $1,000,000,"  was 
erroneous,  in  eliminating  the  question  whether  there  was  any 
connection  between  the  transaction  with  the  defendant  and  the 
purchase  of  the  road  by  the  syndicate  of  which  he  afterwards 
became  a  member.  Mingis  v.  Fitzgerald,  95  N.  Y.  S.  436,  108 
App.  Div.  24. 

Sec.  1001.    Instruction  erroneous,  which  confines  to  one  inter- 
pretation, where  terms  of  contract  are  in  dispute. 

Where  the  contract  between  tlje  broker  and  his  principal  is 
oral,  and  its  terms  are  in  dispute,  it  is  error  to  instruct  the 
jury,  that  if  the  plaintiff  brought  the  purchaser  to  the  notice 
of  the  seller  he  is  entitled  to  commissions,  and  that  that  was 
the  only  question  for  them  to  determine,  unless,  under  the  only 
reasonable  interpretation  of  which  the  language  of  the  parties 
was  susceptible,  in  the  light  of  the  circumstances,  that  was  all 
he  was  required  to  do  to  earn  the  commissions.  Henderson  v. 
Sonneborn,  80  Pa.  Sup.  Ct.  182. 

Sec.  1001a.    Erroneous  qualification  in  charge  to  jury. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  land, 
it  was  error  to  qualify  an  instruction  that  plaintiff  could  not 
recover  if  he  was  acting  for  both  parties,  by  the  statement: 
** Unless  his  double  employment  was  understood,"  without  stat- 
ing, that  it  must  appear  the  buyer  knew,  or  had  been  informed 
by  plaintiff  of  his  relation  to  defendant ;  since  the  jury  might 
have  inferred  that  even  if  defendant  knew  plaintiff  was  the 
agent  of  the  buyer,  and  unless  plaintiff  fraudulently  induced 
him  to  believe  that  he  was  serving  only  in  his  interest,  the  fail- 
ure to  disclose  to  the  buyer  the  employment  by  defendant 
would  not  bar  recovery.  Sullivan  v.  Tufts  (Mass.  Sup.  *09). 
89  N.  E.  239. 

Sec.  1002.    Instruction  that  contract  was  invalid,  misleading 
and  prejudicial. 

Plaintiff  claimed  that' defendant  had  promised  to  pay  a  cer- 
tain sum  on  his  procuring  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  his  land. 
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and  that  he  had  done  so;  defendant  contended  that  he  had  so 
promised,  provided  the  sale,  as  agreed  on,  should  be  consum- 
mated. Held,  that  the  question  whether  the  contract  of  sale 
could  be  legally  enforced  was  immaterial,  under  the  issues,  and 
an  instruction  that  it  was  invalid  was  misleading  and  preju* 
dicial.    Baird  v.  Gleckler   11  S.  D.  233,  76  N.  W.  931. 

8ec.  1003.    Erroneous  instruction  not  cured  by  requiring  a 
finding  that  a  contract  still  existed. 

Where  a  broker's  contract  for  services  required  a  sale  of 
nineteen  quarter-sections  of  land  within  thirty  days,  at  $9  per 
acre,  the  broker  to  receive  one  dollar  per  acre  commission,  an 
instruction,  in  an  action  for  commissions  on  the  contract,  that 
if  the  jury  found  that  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  for  all 
the  land  within  the  time,  who  was  able,  ready  and  willing  to 
purchase,  then  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  amount 
claimed,  though  only  sixteen  quarter-sections  were  sold  to  the 
procured  purchaser,  and  by  the  owner  himself,  for  a  less  sum 
than  the  price  fixed  in  the  contract,  was  not  cured  by  a  pro- 
viso requiring  the  jury  to  find  that  at  the  time  the  sale  was 
finally  consummated  there  still  existed  a  contract  between  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  to  pay  one  dollar  per  acre  commissions. 
Ball  V.  Dolan,  18  S.  D.  558,  101  N.  W.  719. 

Sec.  1004.    Where  agent  testified  owner  agreed  to  all  sales,  it 
was  error  to  instruct  for  defendant  as  to  any. 

Where  an  agent  testified  that  the  owner  agreed  to  the  prices 
at  which  he  sold  the  different  tracts,  it  would  be  error  to  in- 
struct the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant  as  to  any  of  the  tracts. 
McLane  v.  Goode  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  68  S.  W.  707. 

Sec.  1006.    Instruction  proper,  that  if  plaintiff  aided  and  as- 
sisted in  sale  of  railway,  defendant  was  liable. 

In  an  action  to  recover  for  services  in  promoting  the  sale  of  a 
street  railway,  it  was  proper  to  instruct  the  jury  that  defend- 
ant was  liable  if  they  found  that  plaintiff  aided  and  assisted  in 
the  negotiations  with  the  prospective  vendee,  where  this  was 
the  gist  of  the  undertaking  sued  on.  Alexander  v.  Wakefield 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '02),  69  S.  W.  77. 
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Sec.  1005a.    Instruction  defining  word  "solicit"  upheld. 

An  instruction  in  an  action  for  commissions  as  sales  agent, 
that  the  word  ** solicit/'  as  used  in  the  contract,  meant  to 
seek  for,  and  that  it  was  incumbent  upon  plaintiff  to  show 
that  he  endeavored  to  obtain  purchasers  for  defendant,  per- 
sons who,  in  fact,  did  purchase;  that  it  was  not  necessary  for 
plaintiff  to  show  that  the  purchasers  made  the  trip  solely  upon 
his  solicitation,  but  that  if  the  sale  was  made  to  them  on  ac- 
count of  former  dealings  of  defendant  with  them,  through 
plaintiff's  agency  at  the  place  where  plaintiff  resided,  and  that 
plaintiff  aided  and  assisted  in  bringing  them  together,  and 
encouraged  and  endeavored  to  induce  the  purchasers  to  make 
the  trip,  this  would  be  a  solicitation  by  plaintiff,  entitling  him 
to  commissions  on  the  sale,  imposed  upon  plaintiff  every  bur- 
den resting  upon  him  to  entitle  him  to  recover.  Curlee  v. 
Reeves  (Neb.  Sup.  '09),  123  N.  W.  420. 

Sec.  1006.    Instruction  for  plaintiff  erroneous,  where  the  evi- 
dence is  conflicting. 

In  an  action  for  services  rendered  in  purchasing  property 
where  there  was  a  conflict  in  the  evidence  as  to  whether  or 
not  plaintiff  had  performed  the  services  which  he  was  em- 
ployed to  perform,  a  charge  authorizing  a  recovery  for  plain- 
tiff, without  requiring  the  jury  to  find  that  he  had  performed 
the  stipulated  services,  was  erroneous.  St.  Louis,  8.  W.  P.  Co, 
of  Texas  v.  Irvine  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '05),  89  S.  W.  428;  Trees 
V.  Milliken  (Ind.  App.  '08),  85  N.  E.  123. 

Sec.  1007.    Instruction  erroneous  which  leaves  the  jury  to  de- 
termine what  constitutes  a  valuable  consideration. 

Plaintiff,  as  broker,  sold  a  ranch  for  defendant,  a  farm 
being  taken  in  exchange  for  part  of  the  price;  defendant  re- 
fused to  pay  any  commissions  on  the  value  of  the  farm;  after 
the  sale  of  the  farm  plaintiff  sued  for  commissions  thereon, 
claiming  that  he  had  accepted  the  settlement  as  to  commis- 
sions on  the  sale  of  the  ranch,  on  an  agreement  for  a  commis- 
sion on  the  sale  of  the  farm;  defendant  claimed  that,  while 
he  had  authorized  plaintiff  to  assist  in  selling  the  farm,  it 
was  sold  by  defendant  himself;  the  court  instructed  that  if  a 
eontract  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  the  farm  was  made  for 


PLEADINGS,  PRACTICE,  ETC.  573 

a  ** valuable  consideration/'  and  plaintiff  complied  with  his 
contract,  and  the  farm  was  sold  *'at  a  price  and  upon  terms 
acceptable  to  defendant,"  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover, 
and  refused  to  instruct  that  '*if  defendant  failed  to  pay  all 

« 

the  commissions  for  the  sale  and  exchange  of  the  ranch,  and 
the  parties  agreed  in  lieu  thereof,  he  was  to  have  a  commis- 
sion on  the  sale  of  the  farm/'  etc.,  '* plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover.''  Held,  that  there  was  error  in  the  giving  and  re- 
fusing of  the  instructions,  the  jury  having  been  left  to  deter- 
mine what  would  be  a  valuable  consideration,  and  the  words 
**at  a  price  and  on  terms  acceptable  to  defendant"  being  su- 
perfluous and  probably  misleading.  Harrison  v.  Houston  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.   '06),  91  S.  W.  647. 

Sec.  1008.    Instruction  properly  refused  which  ignored  plain- 
tiff's  theory  of  cause  of  sale. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  his  commissions  in 
securing  a  purchaser,  an  instruction  is  properly  refused  which 
ignores  plaintiff's  theory  that  the  efficient  cause  of  the  sale 
was  the  vendor's  representative  acting  with  him  and  accepting 
his  services,  with  knowledge  of  his  occupation,  although  such 
representative  may  have  acted  with  other  agents  in  some  mat- 
ters respecting  the  sale.  J.  P.  Watkins  Land  &  Mtg,  Co.  v.' 
Thetford   (Tex.  Civ.   App.    '06),  96  S.  W.  72. 

Sec.  1009.    Instruction  properly  refused  that  broker  to  earn 
commissions  must  notify  Ids  principal. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  division  of  a  broker's  commissions, 
the  contract  between  the  parties  provided  that  if  plaintiff  would 
** assist"  in  obtaining  a  purchaser  he  should  be  entitled  to  one- 
half  the  commissions  earned,  an  instruction  that  unless  the 
person  claiming  the  commissions  find  such  purchaser  and  com- 
municate the  fact  to  the  other  party  at  the  time,  he  can  not 
recover,  was  properly  refused.  McCleary  v.  Willis,  35  Wash. 
676,  77  P.  1073. 

Sec.  1009a.    Failure  to  instruct  as  to  notice  held  not  error. 

In  an  action  for  a  commission  on  a  sale  of  land,  an  offer  to 
show  that  there  was  a  supplemental  contract,  and  that  by  an 
oversight,  mistake  or  fraud,  a  stipulation  that  plaintiff's  right 
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to  sell  the  land  should  expire  at  a  time  which  had  passed,  was 
omitted  from  the  writing,  contains  no  offer  to  prove  notice  of 
revocation  of  plaintiff's  right,  and  a  failure  to  instruct  as  to 
what  constitutes  such  notice  is  not  error.  Hoffner  v.  Cham- 
bers, 121  Pa.  St.  84,  15  A.  492. 

Sec.  1010.  Instmction  erroneous  that  commission  was  not  to 
be  paid  unless  sale  consummated. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  owner  authorized  plaintiff  to  sell  certain  real 
estate  for  $41,000,  agreeing  to  pay  a  commission;  plaintiff 
claimed  the  making  of  a  verbal  modification  to  the  effect  that 
he  should  receive  the  commission,  without  regard  to  price,  which 
modification  is  denied;  a  contract  was  introduced  in  evidence 
between  the  owner  and  another  for  a  sale  for  $40,000,  but  it 
was  claimed  that  certain  interlineations  in  the  contract  were 
made  after  it  had  been  signed  by  the  owner,  and  that  he  never 
agreed  to  it  in  its  altered  condition;  there  was  also  evidence 
that  plaintiff  procured  a  purchaser  for  $42,000,  but  the  owner 
refused  to  perform.  Held,  that  it  was  error  to  instruct  that  the 
commission  was  not  to  be  paid  unless  the  sale  was  consum- 
mated, and  that  the  risk  of  failure  was  wholly  on  the  broker. 
Bruce  v.  Hurlhut,  81  N.  Y.  S.  54,  81  App.  Div.  311.  See  also 
Sec.  969. 

Sec.  1011.  Instruction  that  if  broker  changed  contract  believ- 
ing defendant  would  see  before  signing,  not  prejndiciAl 
to  plaintiff. 

In  an  action  for  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  that 
if  the  broker  caused  a  change  to  be  made  in  the  contract,  be- 
lieving that  defendant  would  see  the  change  when  the  contract 
was  delivered  to  him,  then  the  defense  of  fraud  on  the  part 
of  the  broker  in  so  changing  the  contract  was  not  suflSciently 
established  to  defeat  plaintiff's  claim  for  commissions,  was  not 
prejudicial  to  plaintiff.  Robertson  v.  Vasey,  125  Iowa,  526, 
101  N.  W.  271. 

Sec.  1012.  Instruction  that  to  entitle  him  to  commissions*  the 
broker  must  have  acted  in  good  faith,  is  proper. 

Where  the  evidence  tended  to  show  an  interest  on  the  part 
of  a  real  estate  broker  in  the  contract  of  purchase,  an  instruo- 
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lion  that  to  entitle  him  to  commissions  he  must  have  acted 
in  good  faith  and  in  the  interest  of  his  employer.  Held,  not 
erroneous.    Buck  v.  Hogeboom,  125  Neb.  526,  90  N.  W.  635, 

8ec.  1013.    Instruction,  in  answer  to  question  by  foreman,  that 
jury  not  bound  hj  any  rule  in  fixing  damages,  error. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  it  was 
error  to  tell  the  jury,  in  answer  to  a  question  by  their  fore- 
man, that  they  were  not  bound  by  any  rule  in  fixing  damages, 
as  the  court  should  have  charged  them  that  the  rule  was  the 
customary  commissions  in  such  cases,  or,  if  the  evidence  was 
insufficient  on  that  question,  what  would  be  a  fair  compensa- 
tion.   Hartman  v.  Warner,  75  Conn.  197,  52  A.  719. 

Sec.  1014.    Instruction  proper,  that  if  plaintiff  entitled  to 
commissions,  jury  should  determine  their  value. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  services,  it  was  proved  that  the 
value  of  plaintiff's  services  for  furnishing  a  purchaser  of  the 
land  was  one  dollar  per  acre,  and  that  it  was  worth  the  same 
for  ** selling;"  defendant's  answer  admitted  plaintiff's  services 
in  ** selling"  the  land,  and  the  case  was  tried  on  the  theory 
that  the  services  in  ** selling"  or  ** furnishing  a  purchaser" 
were  the  same.  Held,  that  the  court  did  not  err  in  charging 
that,  if  the  jury  found  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  com- 
mission for  services  in  ''selling"  the  land,  it  should  determine 
the  value  thereof.  Wallick  v.  Lynch  (Iowa  Sup.  '06),  106  N. 
W.  617. 

Sec.  1016.    Instruction  rightly  refused,  that  if  entitled  to  any- 
thing broker  confined  to  a  quantum  meruit. 

In  an  action  for  services  as  a  broker  in  procuring  defend- 
ant a  contract  to  purchase  land,  a  request  for  a  ruling  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  more  than  a  quantum  meruit  for 
his  services  as  a  broker,  if  entitled  to  recover  anything,  was 
held  rightly  refused,  as  it  assumed  that  plaintiff  had  been 
acting  as  a  broker,  while  the  question  whether  he  had  been  so 
acting  or  not  was  in  issue,  and  as  it  disregarded  the  plaintiff's 
claim  that  there  was -a  special  agreement  between  (he  defend- 
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ant  and  himself,  of  which  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury. 
Graves  v.  Dill,  159  Mass.  74,  34  N.  E.  336. 

Sec.  1015a.    Instruction  held  properly  refused. 

An  instruction  that  a  real  estate  agent  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  for  his  services  if  he  failed  to  accomplish  the  sale, 
and  the  vendee  was  induced  to  reconsider  his  resolution  and 
purchase  by  another  agent,  notwithstanding  the  vendee  might 
never  have  looked  at  the  property  or  thought  of  buying  it  but 
for  plaintiff,  **as  his  agency  was  not  the  immediate  and  effi- 
cient cause  of  the  sale,"  was  properly  refused,  where  there 
was  no  evidence  that  another  agent  was  instrumental  in  ef- 
fecting the  sale,  and  also,  because  the  jury  were  likely  to  mis- 
understand the  last  clause,  and  regard  it  as  an  independent 
part  of  the  instruction.    Solomon  v.  Cress,  29  P.  439,  22  Or.  177. 

Sec.  1016.    Instruction  authorizing  recovery  upon  either  of  two 
hypotheses,  not  in  conflict. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  against  stockhold- 
ers of  a  brewing  company  for  a  sale  of  its  property,  where 
the  evidence  showed  that  the  debts  of  the  company  were  about 
$30,000,  that  the  purchasers  assumed  this  indebtedness,  reliev- 
ing defendants  from  any  liability  thereon,  and  that  by  the 
written  contract  of  sale  the  purchasers  relieved  defendants  of 
all  personal  liability  on  the  obligations  of  the  company,  not 
to  exceed  $30,000,  there  was  no  conflict  between  instructions 
authorizing  a  recovery  of  ten  per  cent,  of  the  debts  of  the  com- 
pany from  which  the  defendants  were  to  be  relieved  as  sure- 
ties, and  one  authorizing  a  recovery  of  ten  per  cent,  of  the 
debts  of  every  kind  of  the  company.  Morgan  v.  Keller,  194 
Mo.  663,  92  S.  W.  75. 


Sec.  1017.    Instruction  proper,  where  some  sales  are 

to  award  commissions,  though  no  contract  be  proved. 

Where  plaintiff  alleged  a  contract  for  commissions  and  sales 
made  thereunder,  and  defendant  denied  the  contract,  but  ad- 
mitted some  of  the  sales  and  that  he  was  indebted  to  plaintiff 
in  a  reasonable  sum  for  commissions  thereon,  an  instruction 
that^  if  the  jury  did  not  find  that  there  was  a  contract,  then 


PLEADINGS,  PRACTICE,  ETC,  577 

they  should  award  plaintiff  reasonable  commissions,  was  proper, 
such  issue  being  raised  by  defendant.  Wheeler  v.  Buck,  23 
Wash.  679,  63  P.  566. 

Sec.  1018.  Instmction  that  if  sales  were  made  within  con- 
tract to  pay  commissions  to  plaintiff,  is  sufficiently 
definite. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  the  court's  charge, 
that  if  the  purchasers  went  to  South  Dakota,  by  reason  of 
plaintiff's  introduction  to  defendant,  and  examined  the  lands 
defendant  had  for  sale,  and  if  defendant  participated  in  the 
business  resulting  in  sales,  then  the  sales  were  mad^by  defend- 
ant within  his  contract  to  pay  to  plaintiff,  was  a  sufficiently 
definite  instruction  on  the  issue,  of  the  manner  in  which  de- 
fendant must  have  sold  the  land  in  order  to  render  himself 
liable.  •  Murphy  v.  Hiltbridle,  132  Iowa,  114,  109  N.  W.  471. 


8ec.  1019.    Instmction  erroneous,  as  question  of  broker's  au- 
thority was  for  the  jury. 

Where  a  fruit  farm  was  listed  for  sale  with  a  real  estate 
agent,  who,  in  turn,  listed  it  with  another  agent,  and  there 
was  evidence  tending  to  show  authority  of  the  latter  to  make 
representations  relating  to  the  farm,  the  court  should  not  have 
instructed  that  the  owner  was  bound  by  I'epresentations  made 
by  him,  but  should  have  submitted  the  question  of  his  authority 
to  the  jury.  Mailer  v.  Jeffries,  145  Mich.  598,  108  N.  W.  994, 
13  D.  L.  N.  600. 


Sec.  1019a.    Instruction  erroneous  that  invades  the  province  of 
the  jury. 

An  instruction  in  an  action  for  commissioili  for  selling  land 
selecting  language  that  the  parties  used,  that  might  be  evidence 
of  the  annulment  of  a  contract,  and  informing  the  jury  of  its 
probative  effect,  would  have  been  on  the  weight  of  the  evidence, 
and  an  invasion  of  the  province  of  the  jury.  Mumme  v.  Chites 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09),  120  S.  W.  1046. 
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Sec.  1020.    Instruction  where  contract  was  for  sale  to  certain 
party,  which  failed,  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 

There  teing  evidence  that  defendant  only  contracted  with 
plaintiff  with  reference  to  a  sale  to  a  certain  party,  which  sale 
fell  through,  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  charge  that  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  if  the  contract  was  so  limited.  Wefel  v. 
Stillman,  151  Ala.  249,  44  S.  203. 

Sec.  1021    Instruction  erroneous^  which  relied  on  usage,  in 
not  requiring  the  jury  to  find  the  existence  thereof. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions  for  sell- 
ing a  leasehold,  plaintiff's  prayer  for  an  instruction  which 
relied  on  usage  and  custom  to  fix  the  amount  to  which  he  was 
entitled,  was  erroneous  in  not  requiring  the  jury  to  find  the 
existence  of  a  uniform  and  notorious  custom  regulating  the 
compensation  of  agents  making  sales  of  leaseholds.  Groscup  v. 
Downey,  105  Md.  273,  65  A.  930. 

Sec.  1022.    Instruction  erroneous,  that  because  husband  had 
charge  of  real  estate,  had  authority  to  employ  a  broker. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  selling  real  estate,  an  in- 
struction that  if  defendant's  husband  **was  agent  in  charge  of 
said  property,  and  for  the  sale  of  the  same,  and  defendant's 
said  agent  employed  plaintiff'*  to  procure  a  purchaser,  and 
the  property  was  sold  by  defendant  to  a  purchaser  procured  by 
plaintiff,  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  was  erroneous,  in  that  it  in 
effect  instructed  the  jury,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  if  defend- 
ant's husband  was  the  agent  in  charge  of  said  property  and 
for  the  sale  of  the  same,  he  had  authority  to  employ  another 
to  procure  a  purchaser.     Id,     See  also  Sec.  39. 

Sec.  1023.    Instruction  properly  refused,  to  find  for  plaintiff, 
where  liability  of  defendant  was  for  the  jury. 

An  instruction  requested  by  plaintiffs,  in  an  action  by  real 
estate  agents  for  commissions,  that,  though  the  jury  find  it  was 
agreed  between  plaintiffs  and  defendants  that  commissions 
should  not  be  paid  unless  defendants  actually  traded  a  cer- 
tain building  for  a  ranch  controlled  by  plaintiffs  and  passed 
title,  yet  if  they  find  that  it  was  the  act  of  defendants  which 


PLEADINGS,  PRACTICE,  ETC.  579 

prevented  the  exchange  being  made,  they  should  find  for  plain- 
tiffs, they  having  procured  a  person  ready  and  able  to  make 
such  trade  on  terms  satisfactory  to  defendants,  is  properly  re- 
fused as  misleading,  it  being  conceded  that,  as  between  defend- 
ants and  the  owners  of  the  ranch,  it  was  the  act  of  defendants 
which  prevented  the  exchange  being  made,  and  there  being  evi- 
dence that  the  act  was  compelled  against  the  wishes  of  defend- 
ants by  circumstances  which  they  could  not  avoid,  and  which, 
under  the  contract  of  employment  was  sufficient  to  absolve  them 
from  liability  for  the  commissions.  Rieger  v.  Merrill,  125  Mo. 
App.  541,  102  S.  W.  1072.    See  also  Sec.  125. 

Sec.  1024.    Instmction  to  find  for  one  of  competing  brokers  is 
correct,  even  though  he  did  not  close  the  trade. 

An  instruction,  at  defendant's  request,  in  an  action  to  deter- 
mine which  of  two  real  estate  brokers  was  entitled  to  the  com- 
missions for  selling  land,  that  where  real  estate  was  listed  for 
sale  with  several  real  estate  agents  acUng  independently,  the 
one  who  succeeded  in  bringing  about  a  contract  between  the 
seller  and  the  purchaser  was  the  one  who  earned  the  commis- 
sions, regardless  of  the  fact  that  some  other  real  estate  men  may 
have  introduced  the  purchaser  to  the  seller,  if  error,  as  excluding 
the  theory  that  the  broker  who  is  the  procuring  cause  of  the 
sale  is  entitled  to  the  commission,  did  not  constitute  a  reversible 
error,  where  instructions  were  given  in  plaintiff's  behalf,  that  if 
the  purchaser  of  the  land  had  it  first  brought  to  his  notice  by 
plaintiffs,  who,  at  his  solicitation,  disclosed  the  owner's  name, 
and  the  information  received  from  plaintiffs  was  the  primary 
cause  of  the  purchaser  afterward  buying  the  land,  then  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  recover,  even  though  defendants  showed 
the  purchaser  the  land  and  assisted  in  closing  the  trade,  and 
that  if  the  purchaser  promised  plaintiffs  to  take  it,  if  it  suited, 
before  defendants  brought  the  land  to  the  purchaser's  notice, 
and  the  owner  was  notified  by  the  plaintiffs  of  that  fact,  and 
the  defendants  afterwards  took  the  purchaser  to  show  him  the 
land,  then  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover,  even  though  they 
did  not  close  the  trade  for  the  land.  Painter  v.  KUgore  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.  W),  101  S.  W.  809;  Smith  v.  Sharp  (Ala.  Sup.  '09), 
50  S.  381.    See  also  Sec.  446. 
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Sec.  1026.    Instruction  erroneous,  as  to  reservation  in  deed  of 
mineral  deposits. 

Error  in  the  instruction  on  a  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser 
for  defendant's  land,  wherein  plaintiff  contended  that  he  found 
purchasers  and  that  the  sale  failed  solely  because  of  defendant's 
defective  title,  in  that  the  instruction  was  open  to  a  construction 
that,  from  the  fact  that  the  attorney  for  the  purchasers  saw 
the  deed,  it  was  conclusively  established  that  the  purchasers 
knew  the  reservation  therein  of  marl  mineral  and  gas  deposits, 
was  not  cured  by  undisputed  testimony  that  plaintiff  stated  to 
the  purchasers,  or  one  of  them,  that  defendant  would  reserve 
the  mineral  deposits,  or  by  the  further  instruction  that  plaintiff 
must  prove  that  the  purchasers  knew  about  and  consented  to 
the  reservation.  Weaver  v.  Richards,  150  Mich.  20,  113  N.  W. 
867,  14  D.  L.  N.  617,  120  N.  W.  818,  16  D.  L.  N.  117. 

Sec.  1026.    Instruction  assuming  absence  of  special  contract 
and  existence  of  custom,  erroneous. 

In  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  brokerage  commissions,  an 
instruction  assuming  the  absence  of  a  special  contract  and 
the  existence  of  an  established  custom  as  to  commissions,  is 
erroneous,  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  such  custom  being  one 
which  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury  under  proper  instructions. 
Cobb  V.  Dunlevle,  63  W.  Va.  398,  60  S.  E.  384. 

Sec.  1027.    Instruction  that  plaintiff  was  employed  to  super* 
vise  erroneous,  as  ignoring  the  defense. 

Where  plaintiff,  an  architect,  about  to  supervise  the  erection 
of  a  building,  advised  defendant  to  have  his  adjoining  building 
underpinned  before  excavations  for  the  new  building  began,  and 
thereupon  defendant  agreed  with  a  contractor  that  the  latter, 
for  a  specific  sum  should,  under  plaintiff's  supervision,  underpin 
defendant's  wall,  and  defendant  and  a  witness  testified  that 
the  specified  sum  was  to  cover  the  entire  cost  of  the  work  and 
that  plaintiff  agreed  to  charge  nothing  for  his  supervision,  an 
instruction  that  by  the  contract  plaintiff  was  employed  by  de- 
fendant to  supervise  the  contractor's  work,  was  erroneous,  as 
ignoring  the  defense,  as  plaintiff  may  have  been  working  for 
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eompensation  or  giving  his  services  gratuitously  because  of  his 
interest  in  the  adjoining  property.  Kirchver  v.  Concord  Inv. 
Co,,  127  Mo.  App.  262,  104  S.  W.  1127. 

Sec.  1028.  Instmction  ignoring  whether  plaintiff's  efforts  had 
ceased  or  his  agency  revoked,  error. 

Where,  in  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  there  was 
evidence  that  plaintiff's  agency  had  been  revoked  before  defend- 
ant began  negotiations  with  the  purchaser,  while  plaintiff's 
evidence  indicated  that  such  revocation  was  made  with  knowl- 
edge that  it  was  through  plaintiff's  efforts  the  pur^'.hase  was 
made,  an  instruction  ignoring  the  question  whether  plaintiff's 
alleged  efforts  to  sell  the  land  had  not  been  abandoned  or  his 
agency  revoked  before  defendant  and  the  purchaser  met,  was 
erroneous.  Christian  v.  McDonnell,  127  Mo.  App.  630,  106  S. 
W.  1104. 

Sec.  1028a.  Not  error  for  the  court  to  charge  that  if  sale  made 
to  broker's  customer  after  he  abandoned  negotiations  he 
was  not  entitled  to  commissions. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  the  court  did  not 
err,  as  against  the  owner,  in  modifying  an  instruction  requested 
by  him,  that  the  broker  could  not  recover  if  he  did  not  agree 
on  the  terms  of  salen^^ith  the  one  who  purchased  from  the  owner, 
though  the  broker  procured  the  sale,  by  adding  that  he  could 
not  recover  if  the  sale  was  made  after  he  abandoned  the  negotia- 
tions or  the  person  with  whom  he  was  negotiating  declined  to 
purchase.    Stiewel  v.  Lally,  89  Ark.-  195,  115  S.  W.  1134. 

Sec.  1029.  Instruction  to  find  for  architect,  if  claim  believed* 
erroneous  for  not  submitting  defendant's  claim. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  an  architect,  he  alleged  that  the 
owner  was  to  pay  for  superintending  five  per  cent,  of  the 
lowest  bid,  which  was  $6,150,  and  the  owner  alleged  that  he 
was  only  to  pay,  provided  a  contractor  was  procured  to  erect 
the  building  for  $4,000,  and  there  was  evidence  that  the  lowest 
bid  was  a  little  over  $5,000,  an  instruction  authorizing  a  verdict 
for  the  amount  sued  for,  if  the  jury  believed  the  architect's 
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claim,  was  erroneous,  as  withdrawing  from  the  jury  the  question 
of  the  amount  of  the  lowest  bid.  Loftus  v.  Oreen  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  W),104S.  W.  396. 

Sec.  1030.    Instruction  that  though  temui  unauthorised,  find 
defendant  ratified  contract,  correct. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  commission  for  finding  a  purchaser 
for  land,  an  instruction  that  if  the  terms  of  the  contract  made 
by  the  brokers  with  the  proposed  purchaser  were  unauthorized 
by  defendant,  before  recovery  could  be  had  against  him,  the 
jury  must  find  that  he  ratified  the  contract  with  full  knowledge 
of  the  facts  and  its  terms,  was  not  objectionable  as  being  on  the 
weight  of  the  evidence.  Sterling  v.  DeLaune  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  W),  105  S.  W.  1169. 

Sec.  1031.    Instruction  properly  refused  that  if  owner  believed 
relations  with  broker  ended,  latter  could  not  recover. 

Where  a  land  owner  employed  a  broker  to  sell  certain  land 
and  thereafter,  while  the  broker  was  negotiating  with  a  prospec- 
tive purchaser,  the  landlord  asked  him  to  make  no  further 
efforts  to  sell  the  land  since  the  land  owner's  wife  would  not 
join  him  in  executing  the  deed,  to  which  the  broker  replied, 
*'A11  right,*'  and  directly  afterward  the  land  owner  sold  tlie 
land  to  a  purchaser  secured  by  the  broker,  the  court,  in  an 
action  by  the  broker  for  his  commissions,  properly  refused  an 
instruction  that  if  the  broker  induced  the  land  owner  to  believe 
that  the  relation  between  them  was  terminated  and  the  land 
owner  acted  upon  such  belief  in  making  the  sale  contract,  the 
broker  could  not  recover.  Branch  v.  Moore,  84  Ark.  462,  105 
S.  W.  1178. 

Sec.  1032.    Instruction  fully  submitted  two  contentions  as  to 
the  right  of  plaintiff  to  commissions. 

Prayers  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  from 
other  brokers  for  a  commission  received  by  them  from  the  sale 
of  a  lot  that  if  the  court  found  that  there  was  no  agreement  to 
make  any  division  of  the  commi&sions  then  the  verdict  must 
be  for  plaintiff,  whether  or  not  plaintiff  was  a  licensed  real 
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estate  broker,  and  that  if  plaintiff  introduced  the  purchaser  to 
deftjudants  or  those  for  whom  they  acted,  and  gave  defendants 
notice  of  the  negotiations  between  plaintiff  and  the  subsequent 
purchaser  and  a  sale  was  made  to  such  purchaser  as  the  result 
of  the  introduction  by  plaintiff,  the  verdict  must  be  for  plaintiff, 
and  that  if  a  sale  was  made  through  the  bringing  of  the  parties 
together  by  plaintiff  then  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  even 
though  the  sale  may  have  been  effected  by  a  direct  agreement 
between  the  defendant  and  the  purchaser,  fully  submitted  the 
two  contentions  of  plaintiff  that  there  was  an  express  agreeiaent 
to  divide  the  commissions,  and  that  if  there  was  no  express 
agreement  plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  made. 
Walker  v.  Baldwin,  106  Md.  619,  68  A.  25. 

Sec.  1033.    Inatmction  properly  refused,  that  if  plaintiff  knew 
defendant  had  only  an  option,  he  could  not  recover. 

In  an  action  on  a  contract  to  procure  a  purchaser  for  de- 
fendant's land  plaintiff  contended  that  he  found  a  purchaser 
and  that  the  sale  was  not  consummated  solely  because  of  de- 
fendant's defective  title;  defendant  testified  that  he  at  one 
time  told  plaintiff  he  had  only  an  option,  and  that  plaintiff 
requested  him,  whenever  he  thought  the  title  all  right,  to  give 
him  a  chance  to  buy;  afterwards  defendant  received  a  deed  for 
the  land,  and  he  tendered  a  warranty  deed  thereof  to  the  pur- 
chasers. Held,  that  it  was  not  error  to  refuse  an  instruction 
that  if  plaintiff  knew  that  defendant  had  only  an  option  and 
that,  under  the  agreement,  a  sale  was  to  be  made  by  plaintiff 
at  not  less  than  a  specified  amount  and  that  his  commission  was 
tc  be  all  above  that  amount,  plaintiff  could  not  recover.  Weaver 
V.  Richards,  150  Mich.  20, 113  N.  W.  867,  14  D.  L.  N.  617. 

Sec.  1034.    Instruction  that  plaintiff  found  purchaser  ready, 
able  and  willing,  erroneous  on  that  theory. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  the  sale  of  a  lease,  where 
the  petition  alleged  that  plaintiff  negotiated  the  sale  of  a  lease, 
and  after  reaching  an  agreement  whereby  the  purchaser,  agree- 
ing to  pay  a  certain  price  for  the  lease,  the  purchaser  paid  that 
amount  to  the  defendant,  an  instruction  based  on  the  theory 
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that  plaintiff  had  found  a  purchaser  ready,  willing  and  able  to 
buy  the  lease  and  brought  him  into  communication  with  de- 
fendant, is  erroneous  because  outside  the  scope  of  the  petition. 
Northup  V.  Diggs,  128  Mo.  App.  217,  106  S.  W.  1123. 

Sec.  1035.  Instruction  against  S.  erroneous,  as  he  was  not 
liable  in  tli^  absence  of  the  agreement  alleged. 

In  an  action  on  an  agreement  of  defendant  and  one  S.  to 
pay  plaintiffs  a  certain  commission  for  negotiating  an  exchange 
of  their  properties,  which  agreement  provided  for  payment  of 
the  commissions  on  both  sides,  if  either  party  should  refuse  to 
carry  out  the  exchange  contract,  and  it  appeared  that  defendant 
had  defaulted  although  S.  was  ready,  able  and  willing  to  per- 
form, it  was  error  to  charge  that  if  there  was  a  breach  or 
alleged  breach  by  defendant  of  the  agreement  to  exchange,  plain- 
tiffs had  a  cause  of  action  against  S.  for  his  proportion  of  the 
commissions,  since,  as  he  was  ready,  able  and  willing  to  carry 
out  the  contract  he  Was  not  liable  for  commissions  in  the  absence 
of  the  agreement  alleged.  Goodman  v.  Linetzky,  107  N.  Y.  S.  50. 
For  the  same  reason  it  was  error  to  charge  that  irrespective  of 
the  agreement  as  to  the  payment  of  the  commissions,  plaintiffs 
had  a  cause  of  action  against  S.  for  his  proportion  of  the  com- 
missions.   Id, 

Sec.  1036.  Error  not  to  give  instruction  that  if  broker  knew 
consent  of  third  person  necessary  for  binding  contract,  he 
could  not  recover. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  purchaser  of 
real  estate,  the  defendant  claimed  that  he  was  a  joint  owner  with 
a  third  person,  that  the  broker  knew  that  the  third  person's 
consent  to  a  conveyance  was  necessary,  and  that  the  third 
person  refused  to  give  his  consent ;  and  the  court  presented 
defendant's  theoiy  as  a  denial  that  plaintiff  produced  a  pur- 
chaser ready,  able  and  willing  to  purchase  on  terms  satisfactory 
to  defendant,  the  refusal  to  charge  that  if  the  broker  knew  that 
the  consent  of  the  third  person  was  necessary  before  defendant 
could  enter  into  a  binding  contract,  and  his  consent  could  not 
be  obtained,  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  a  commission,  was 
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reversible  error,  though  the  court  stated  that  he  would  leave 
the  matter  to  the  jury  to  take  into  consideration  in  arriving  at 
the  fact.    Jacobson  v.  Fraade,  107  N.  Y.  S.  706,  56  Misc.  631. 

Sec.  1037.    Instruction  for  plaintiff  erroneous,  where  evidence 
shows  absence  of  license. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  on  a  sale  or  exchange 
of  real  estate,  where  the  plaintiff  describes  himself  in  his  state- 
ment of  claim  **as  a  dealer  in  real  and  personal  property  and 
in  the  regular  course  of  business"  made  the  sale  or  exchange  in 
question,  and  it  is  admitted  that  plaintiff  had  not  taken  out  a 
license  as  required  by  law,  the  statement  of  claim  is  admissible 
as  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  real  estate 
broker,  and  where  the  statement  is  supported  by  the  evidence  of 
two  witnesses  called  by  the  defendant  it  is  error  for  the  court 
to  give  binding  instructions  for  plaintiff.  Sprague  v.  Beilly,  34 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  332. 

Sec.  1038.    Instruction  properly  refused  as  assuming  for  plain- 
tiff, without  hypothesising  belief  on  the  evidence. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  that 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  such  damages  as  the  jury 
believe  from  the  evidence  he  has  sustained  from  defendant's 
breach  of  contract  was  properly  refused  as  assuming  and  in- 
structing a  finding  for  plaintiff  without  hypothesising  the  belief 
on  the  evidence  by  the  jury.  Green  v.  Brady,  152  Ala.  507, 
44  S.  408.    See  also  Sec.  949. 

Sec.  1039.    Instruction  not  objectionable  as  minimizing  the 
issue  of  alteration  of  contract. 

Where,  in  an  action  on  a  written  contract  employing  plaintiff 
as  a  broker  to  sell  defendant's  land,  defendant  pleaded  that  the 
contract  had  been  altered  and  also  denied  that  the  plaintiff 
had  secured  a  purchaser,  an  instruction  that  certain  evidence 
was  admissible  as  bearing  on  *'the  real  testimony  in  this  case," 
to-wit,  whether  plaintiff  had  furnished  a  buyer,  was  not 
objectionable  as  minimizing  the  issue  of  alteration  in  view  of 
other  instructions  directly  stating  that  if  the  jury  find  the  con- 
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tract  has  been  altered  they  must  find  for  defendant.  McDermoit 
V.  Mahoney  (Iowa  Sup.  '06),  106  N.  W.  925.  See  also  Sees.  55, 
73,  293. 

Sec.  1040.    Instruction  caused  no  prejudice  to  defendant  when 
jury  found  no  excess  money  was  paid. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  agreed  to  be  paid  per  acre  in  a 
sale  of  property,  instructions  relating  to  plaintiff's  claim  to  the 
excess  of  purchase  money  above  a  named  sum  cannot  have 
prejudiced  defendant  when  the  jury  expressly  found  that  no 
purchase  money  was  received  in  excess  of  that  sum.  Wilson  v. 
Everitt,  139  U.  S.  616,  11  Sup.  Ct.  664;  Oaume  v.  Horgan,  122 
Mo.  App.  700,  99  S.  W.  457. 

Sec.  1040a.    When  not  error  to  omit  to  charge  as  to  respon- 
sibility of  purchaser. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  procuring 
a  purchaser  of  land,  the  evidence  showed  that  the  sale  was 
consummated  on  the  terms  proposed  by  the  owner,  it  was  not 
error  to  omit  to  charge  that  the  proof  must  show  that  the 
purchaser  procured  was  able,  ready  and  willing  to  complete  the 
purchase  on  the  terms  prescribed.  Lewis  v.  Susmilch,  130  Iowa, 
203,  106  S.  W.  62^. 

Sec.  1041.    Instruction  not  inconsistent  with  terms  of  contract 
in  securing  title,  etc. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  under  a  contract  by  which 
plaintiff  was  employed  to  assist  defendant  in  acquiring  a  title 
to  property  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a  consolidation  of  it 
with  other  property,  a  charge  that  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
if  the  defendants  were  unable  to  effect  a  sale  with  the  owner, 
and  other  persons  in  co-operation  with  defendant  did  so  and 
effected  a  consolidation,  even  though  defendant  contributed  to 
the  purchase,  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
since  the  thing  contracted  to  be  done  was  the  securing  of  the 
title  to  the  property  and  the  making  of  the  consolidation  by 
plaintiff  and  not  by  another  person  unconnected  with  defendant. 
Bailey  v.  Carleton,  43  Colo.  4,  95  P.  542. 
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Sec.  1041a.    Charge  in  the  alternative  held  inconsistent. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  pro- 
curing a  purchaser  of  real  estate  the  evidence  showed  that  he 
was  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  willing  to  pay  $16,000, 
for  a  commission  of  whatever  was  obtained  in  excess  of  that 
sum,  that  he  procured  a  purchaser  willing  to  pay  $16,500  on 
condition  that  the  owner  should  pay  two  and  one-half  per  cent, 
thereof  to  the  purchaser's  agent  as  compensation  in  the  trans- 
action, and  that  the  owner  refused  to  convey,  an  instruction 
that  the  broker  could  recover  $500  and  an  instruction  that  he 
could  recover  the  diflFerence  between  $16,000  and  the  sum  which 
the  purchaser  secured  by  him  was  willing  to  pay  for  the  prop- 
erty, were  inconsistent.  Sluyhack  v.  Wetzel -{Mo.  App.  '09), 
123  S.  W.  982. 


Sec.  10^.    Instruction  properly  refused  as  to'  owner's  good 
faith,  where  no  evidence  tended  to  show  it. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  selling  real  estate  it  is  not 
error  to  refuse  to  submit  an  instruction  as  to  the  owner's  good 
faith  in  selling  the  real  estate  himself  without  regard  to  the 
agent  or  the  payment  of  commissions  where  there  is  no  evidence 
tending  to  show  good  faith  by  the  owner  in  dealing  with  the 
agent  with  reference  to  the  commission.  Church  v.  Dunham^  14 
Idaho,  776,  96  Pa.  203,  205. 

Sec.  1043.    Instruction  erroneotis  not  based  on  hypothesis  that 
jury  must  believe  as  contended  by  defendants. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions, 
it  was  contended  by  him  that  he  did  not  bind  himself  to  sell 
the  property  or  to  furnish  a  purchaser,  as  contended  by  de- 
fendant, but  he  was  to  be  paid  if  he  simply  introduced  a  person 
to  whom  a  sale  should  be  subsequently  made  by  defendants,  an 
instruction  requested  by  defendants  opplying  the  general  rule 
that  a  real  estate  broker  employed  to  sell  lands  must  bring 
about  a  sale  or  procure  a  purchaser  ready,  willing  and  able  to 
purchase,  not  based  on  the  hypothesis  that  the  jury  must  first 
believe  the  contract  to  be  as  contended  by  defendants,  was 
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properly  refused.    Mayer  v.  McCann,  136  111.  App.  50,  afl8rmed 
in  McCann  v.  Mayer,  232  III.  507,  83  N.  E.  1042. 

Sec.  1044.    Instmction  to  find  for  defendant  properly  refused, 
where  plaintiff's  evidence  is  uncontradicted. 

Where,  in  an  action  on  a  contract  to  pay  a  real  estate  broker 
a  specified  commission  per  acre  on  wholesale  sales,  or  sales  of 
large  tracts,  to  persons  whom  he  introduced  and  who  subse- 
quently purchased,  the  broker  testified  to  the  contract  and  the 
performance  of  it  by  introducing  a  person  who  afterwards 
purchased,  it  was  not  error  to  refuse  to  direct  a  verdict  for 
defendant,  as  his  (plaintiff's)  evidence,  standing  alone  and 
uncontradicted,  authorized  a  verdict  in  his  favor.    Id. 

Sec.  1044a.    Bequest  to  charge  for  defendant  properly  refused. 

The  court,  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions  for  procuring 
a  contract  for  defendant  with  one  D.  having  charged  that 
'^ plaintiff  can  not  have  commissions  from  both  sides;  it  is 
claimed  by  the  defendant  that  he  was  endeavoring  to  do  that ;  if 
that  were  true,  while  he  was  working  for  the  defendant  he 
can  not  recover  in  this  action  at  all,  provided  you  believe  he 
was  entitled  to  get  a  commission  from  D.  as  well,"  there  was 
no  error  in  refusing  defendant's  request  for  a  charge  that  if,  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  contract  between  plaintiff  and 
defendant  plaintiff  was  negotiating  with  D.  to  do  the  work 
himself,  the  jury  must  find  for  the  defendant.  Hume  v.  Flini, 
n  N.  Y.  S.  431. 

Sec.  1045.    Instruction  as  to  the  value  of  land  received  in  ex- 
change misleading. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  where  it  was  con- 
ceded that  a  commission  of  five  per  cent,  was  agreed  on  by  the 
parties  and  the  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  defendant's  land 
and  of  that  which  he  received  in  exchange  was  conflicting,  a 
charge  imposing  as  a  condition  upon  defendant's  right  to 
succeed  that  he  did  not  make  a  contract  for  five  per  cent,  com- 
missions **as  above  explained"  (meaning  in  a  previous  portion 
of  the  charge),  and  that  defendant's  land  was  only  worth  $4,000 
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or  leas,  while  his  equity  in  the  land  he  received  in  exchange  was 
worth  only  about  $2,000  or  $3,000,  was  misleadii^g  and  preju- 
dicial. Jameson  v.  Hutchison  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  109  S.  W. 
1096. 


Sec.  1046.    InAtmction  properly  refused  to  give  verdict  for 
defendant,  where  suit  was  prematurely  brought. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  for  effecting  an 
exchange  of  property,  a  requested  charge  that  if  defendant 
agreed  to  pay  a  commission  on  a  sale  of  the  land  conveyed  to 
him  in  exchange  and  the  land  had  not  been  sold  the  jury  should 
find  for  the  defendant,  was  properly  refused,  since,  under  such 
circumstances,  they  should  find  for  defendant  without  prejudice 
to  sue  in  the  event  of  a  sale  of  the  land.    Id, 


Sec.  1046a.    Error  in  refusing  to  direct  a  verdict  for  defendant. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  against  the  owner  of 
real  estate  to  recover  a  commission  for  procuring  a  purchaser 
of  the  property,  with  whom  the  owner  makes  a  contract  of  sale, 
which  he  afterwards  refuses  to  consummate,  the  trial  court 
errs  in  refusing  to  direct  a  verdict  for  defendant  where  it 
appears  that  the  broker  originally  approached  the  owner  at  the 
suggestion  of  the  prospective  purchaser  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
getting  the  property  for  the  latter;  that  without  disclosing  the 
name  of  the  purchaser  to  the  owner  he  made  an  offer  for  the 
property  at  the  price  named  by  the  purchaser  which  was  less 
than  that  fixed  by  the  owner,  which  offer  the  owner  refused; 
that  his  explanation  of  his  many  subsequent  visits  to  the  owner 
which  resulted  in  a  contract  of  sale  at  the  original  price  fixed 
was  that  he  was  trying  to  get  the  property  for  the  purchaser; 
that,  accepting  his  statement  as  true  that  the  owner  employed 
him  to  act  as  his  agent  and  promised  to  pay  him  a  commission, 
he  tried  to  induce  the  owner  to  reduce  the  price  in  the  interest 
of  the  purchaser,  and  that,  according  to  his  own  statement,  he 
was  trying  to  get  the  property  as  cheap  as  he  could  for  the 
buyer.    Harten  v.  Loffler,  31  App.  D.  C.  362.    See  also  Sec.  314. 
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Sec.  1047.    Infttruction  erroneous,  that  jury  could  not  eon- 
gider  that  defendant  was  surety  on  plaintijET's  note. 

An  instruction,  in  an  action  for  a  real  estate  broker's  com- 
missions, that  the  jury  in  arriving  at  a  verdict  could  not  con- 
sider testimony  that  defendant  went  on  plaintiff's  note  as  surety, 
or  that  defendant  had  been  sued  on  the  note,  was  erroneous,  the 
testimony  being  relevant  to  the  issue  as  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract  between  the  parties.  Tates  v.  Brattam  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '08),  111  S.  W.  416. 

Sec.  1047a.    Court  upheld  in  peremtorily  instructing  jury  to 
find  for  defendant. 

Appellants,  real  estate  agents,  hearing  that  appellee,  who  w£8 
absent  from  the  State,  wished  to  sell  his  farm,  wrote  to  him 
that  they  had  a  purchaser  for  it,  asking  him  to  fix  his  lowest 
price  and  allowing  commissions.  Appellee  wrote,  naming  $225 
per  acre  as  his  lowest  net  price,  and  saying  **  whatever  your 
price  is  for  selling  must  be  added  to  this."  There  was  no  other 
correspondence  and  nothing  further  was  ever  said  by  appellants 
to  appellee  as  to  the  sale  of  the  farm.  Four  months  after  the 
passing  of  the  letters  appellee  sold  the  farm  for  $200  an  acre 
to  a  person  with  whom  appellants  were  negotiating  for  its  sale, 
but  with  whom  they  never  made  any  contract.  In  this  action 
by  appellants  against  appellee  to  recover  commissions  for  making 
the  sale.  Held,  that  upon  proof  of  the  facts  stated  the  court  did 
not  err  in  giving  peremptory  instructions  for  defendant;  as 
appellants  did  not  show  that  they  ever  procured  a  purchaser  on 
the  terms  named,  or  by  the  wrongful  act  of  appellee  to  have 
been  prevented  from  doing  so,  they  can  not  recover.  Hobbs  v. 
Miller,  14  Ky.  L.  R.  (abst.),  719.    Compare  Sec.  446. 

Sec.  1047b.    Instruction  that  sale  by  defendant  was  made  on 
day  prior  to  sale  by  plaintiff,  upheld. 

Before  plaintiflF  reported  a  sale  of  the  property,  defendant, 
on  the  ninth  day  of  the  month,  through  another  agency,  signed 
a  written  agreement  fdr  a  sale  of  the  property  for  the  agreed 
consideration,  $1,000  to  be  paid  in  cash  on  delivery  of  the 
agreement  and  the  balance  on  delivery  of  the  deed,  with  abstract 
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showing  good  title.  The  vendee  almost  immediately  accepted 
the  proposition  in  writing  and  notice  was  immediately  given  to 
defendant  of  the  sale,  but  by  agreement  the  payment  of  the 
$1,000  was  deferred  until  the  next  morning.  At  about  nine 
o'clock  on  the  tenth,  plaintiff  sold  the  property  and  received 
part  payment  therefor  from  another  person.  The  vendee  under 
the  first  contract  met  defendant  at  the  appointed  hour  and  just 
as  the  deal  was  being  completed  plaintiff  appeared  with  his 
purchaser,  and  was  then,  for  the  first  time,  informed  of  the 
prior  sale.  Defendant,  in  an  action  on  the  contract,  testified 
that  the  agent  through  whom  the  sale  was  made  which  the  de- 
fendant accepted,  found  the  purchaser  and  sold  the  property 
before  the  plaintiff  made  a  sale.  Held,  that  the  sale  which  was 
accepted  by  defendant  was  made  on  the  day  prior  to  the  sale 
by  plaintiff,  and  an  instruction  to  that  effect  was  correct.  Tuffree 
V.  Bienford,  130  Towa,  532,  107  N.  W.  425. 

Sec.  1047c.    Charge  proper  that  unless  jury  find  contract  made 
on  day  alleged  must  find  for  defendant. 

Where,  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  a  sale  of 
land,  the  petition  declared  on  a  verbal  contract  made  on  a  cer- 
tain day,  and  specifically  set  forth  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
and  its  performance  by  plaintiff,  an  instruction  that  unless  the 
jury  believe  that  defendant  expressly  employed  plaintiff  on  the 
day  named  as  his  agent  to  sell  the  land,  they  should  find  for 
defendant  was  proper.  Fortran  v.  Stowers  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'08),  113  S.  W.  631.    Compare  Sec.  887. 

Sec.  1047d.    Hodiflcation  of  instruction  held  to  be  proper. 

In  an  action  for  broker's  commissions,  an  instruction  that 
'*  merely  procuring  a  purchaser  to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  property  does  not  entitle  a  broker  to  commissions, 
unless  such  persons  are  ready,  willing  and  able  to  make  the  pay- 
ments •  •  *  named  in  the  contract, "  was  properly  modified 
by  adding,  ** unless  the  seller  accepted  the  purchaser."  Fox  v. 
Byan,  240  111.  391,  88  N.  E.  974. 


CHAPTER  XVn. 

SECTION. 

1048-1053.     Findings  by  the  court. 
1054-1064.     Verdicts. 
1065-1071.     Judgments. 

Sec.  1048.    Finding  that  there  was  no  failure  of  consideration 
was  proper. 

Defendants  executed  two  notes  for  $385  in  payment  of  a  com- 
mission  for  selling  land,  and  payable  only  in  the  event  that  the 
vendees  of  the  land  remained  on  it  for  one  year  and  made  im- 
provements equal  in  value  to  the  notes;  the  vendees  plowed  one 
hundred  acres  of  land,  which  increased  its  value  $2.50  per  acre, 
erected  buildings,  and  constructed  drainage  worth  $75,  and  a 
levee  worth  $64;  but,  with  the  consent  of  the  defendants,  to 
whom  they  executed  a  reconveyance,  abandoned  the  premises 
before  the  expiration  of  a  year.  Held,  that  a  finding  that  there 
was  no  failure  of  consideration  for  the  notes,  was  proper.  Easian 
Packing  Co,  v.  Kennedy,  131  Cal.  xviii,  63  P.  130. 

Sec.  1049.    Finding  that  there  was  no  agreement  to  pay  plain- 
tiff Ave  per  cent,  commission  was  proper. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  services,  the  complaint  was  on 
a  quantum  meruit,  alleging  performance  of  services  reasonably 
worth  a  certain  sum;  the  evidence  showed  that  plaintiff,  in  a 
conversation  between  himself  and  defendant,  had  stated  that  his 
commission  rate  was  five  per  cent.,  but  nothing  further  was  said 
either  at  that  time  or  at  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  employment 
by  the  defendant  with  reference  to  commissions ;  commissions  in 
general  were  shown  to  vary  from  three  to  five  per  cent,  depend- 
ing upon  the  amount  involved  and  the  circumstances.  Held,  that 
a  finding  that  there  was  no  agreement  to  pay  plaintiff  a  five 
per  cent,  commission  was  proper.  Burden  v.  BriquUet.  125  Wis. 
341,  104  N.  W.  83. 
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Sec.  1050.    Finding  for  plaintiff  on  one  connt,  finding  against 
him  on  the  other. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  for  commissions,  the 
court's  finding  for  plaintiff  on  the  count  of  his  complaint  relying 
on  an  express  contract  was,  in  effect,  a  finding  against  him  on 
the  count  on  a  qtiantum  meruit,  Willard  v.  Carrigan,  8  Ariz.  70, 
68  P.  538. 

Sec.  1061.    Finding  that  plaintiff  kept  back  part  of  the  loan 
equal  to  amount  of  two  mortgages  was  error. 

Defendant  applied  to  a  real  estate  agent  for  a  mortgage  loan. 
Three  unsatisfied  mortgages  were  to  be  paid  with  the  proceeds 
of  the  loan;  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  agent  to  make  the  loan, 
and  gave  the  agent  a  check  for  the  amount,  taking  a  mortgage 
on  the  property,  the  agent  assuring  him  that  he  would  search 
the  title  and  see  that  plaintiff  had  a  first  mortgage,  but  not 
informing  him  of  the  outstanding  incumbrances ;  on  execution  of 
the  mortgage,  defendant  instructed  the  agent  to  pay  off  the  three 
outstanding  mortgages  with  a  part  of  the  money  in  his  posses- 
sion; the  agent  paid  off  one  of  the  three  mortgages  only,  and 
appropriated  the  rest  of  the  money.  Held,  that  the  payment 
of  the  amount  of  the  loan  to  the  agent  was  a  payment  to  him 
as  agent  of  the  defendant,  and  a  finding  that  plaintiff  had  kept 
back  a  part  of  the  loan  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  two  mort- 
gages was  error.  Eenher  v.  Schwicker,  174  N.  Y.  298,  66  N. 
E.  971 ;  affirming  73  N.  Y.  S.  656,  67  A.  D.  196.    See  also  Sec.269. 

Sec.  1062.    Finding  did  not  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  selling  land,  the  court  found 
that  plaintiff  sold  a  lot  and  was  paid  his  commissions;  that  the 
other  lots  were  sold  by  defendants  to  B.  who  sold  them  to  R. 
and  that  R.  paid  plaintiff  a  commission  therefor;  that  at  R.'s 
request,  as  a  matter  of  convenience,  for  certain  reasons,  B.  con- 
veyed the  lots  back  to  defendant,  who  then  conveyed  them  to 
R.,  but  defendant  in  nowise  made  itself  responsible  to  plaintiff 
for  any  commissions  on  the  sale.  Held,  that  under  the  finding 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  Fortran  v.  South  End 
Lamd  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W),  105  S.  W.  323. 


594  AMERICAN  LAW  BEAL  ESTATE  AGENCY. 


Sec.  1052a.    Finding  by  the  court  Hot  rastained  by  the  evi- 
dence. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  earned  by  the  sale  of 
real  estate,  it  appeared  that  the  owner  gave  the  proposed  pur- 
chaser an  option  to  purchase  the  land  if  the  holder  of  a  prior 
existing  option  failed  to  purchase.  The  sale  was  made  to  a  party 
not  named  in  the  first  option,  but  who  claimed  the  right  to 
purchase  thereunder.  Held,  in  an  action  to  recover  commissions 
for  procuring  a  person  ready  to  buy  under  the  second  option, 
that  the  finding  that  the  party  to  whom  the  sale  was  in  fact 
made  was  not  entitled  to  purchase  under  the  first  option  was 
not  sustained  by  the  evidence.  Frye  v.  Wakefield,  107  Minn. 
291,  120  N.  W.  35. 


Sec.   1053.    Finding  that  broker  acted  for  defendant  was 
proper. 

In  an  action  for  deceit  arising  out  of  an  exchange  of  property, 
through  a  broker's  acting  for  defendant,  evidence  that  defend- 
ant stated  that  his  broker  made  a  mean  trade  for  him,  and  that 
he  had  made  a  poor  trade,  warrants  a  finding  that  such  broker 
was  acting  for  defendant  in  effecting  the  exchange.  Arnold  v. 
Teel,  182  Mass.  1,  64  N.  E.  413. 

Sec.  1063a.    Erroneciub  finding  that  defendant  was  indebted  to 
plaintiff. 

A  finding  by  the  court,  under  a  count  for  four  per  cent,  com- 
mission for  procuring  a  loan  of  $8,000  on  a  first  mortgage ;  that 
defendant  agreed  to  pay  such  commission ;  that  plaintiff  unsuc- 
cessfully negotiated  with  a  member  of  a  firm  for  the  loan;  that 
plaintiff  introduced  defendant  to  such  partner,  and  that  there- 
after, without  plaintiff's  knowledge,  defendant  procured  from 
such  partner  a  loan  of  $2,000  of  his  individual  funds  on  a 
second  mortgage,  will  not  support  a  conclusion  of  law  that  de- 
fendant was  indebted  to  plaintiff  for  $80,  "being  a  commission 
of  four  per  cent,  on  $2,000."  DiUz.v,  Spahr,  16  Ind.  App.  591, 
45  N.  E.  1066. 
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Sea  lOBSb.    Evidence  held  inanfflcient  to  show  ability  of  pur- 
chaser  to  pay  for  property  purchased. 

Where  a  broker  sues  for  commissions  for  procuring  a  pur- 
chaser able  to  purchase  on  defendant's  terms,  one  of  which  was 
a  cash  payment  of  $25,000,  evidence  that  the  purchaser's  assets 
consisted  of  a  stock  of  groceries,  the  value  of  which  is  not  known, 
and  a  cause  of  action  against  third  parties  for  $10,000  or  $12,000, 
for  money  loaned,  and  that  he  has  no  funds  in  his  possession; 
Eeld,  insufficient  to  show  the  purchaser's  ability  to  pay  $25,000 
cash.  Schniizer  v.  Price,  106  N.  Y.  S.  767,  122  App.  Div.  409. 
See  also  Sec.  157. 

Sec.  1064.    In  an  action  for  compensation,  verdict  on  con- 
flicting evidence  usually  upheld. 

There  being  a  conflict  of  evidence  the  question  is  exclusively 
for  the  jury,  and  a  finding  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal. 
Mousseau  v.  Dorsett,  80  Ga.  566,  5  S.  E.  780;  Semple  v.  Rand, 
112  Iowa  616,  84  N.  W.  683 ;  Hall  v.  Grace,  179  Mass.  400,  60 
N.  E.  932;  Holschien  v.  Fehleg,  55  Mo.  App.  375;  Sherwin  v. 
O'Connor,  24  Neb.  603,  39  N.  W.  620;  Abraham  v.  Burstein,  178 
N.  Y.  586,  70  N.  E.  1094;  Smith  v.  Cutter,  66  N.  T.  S.  332,  54 
App.  Div.  618 ;  Van  Sicler  v.  Herbst,  51  N.  T.  S.  968,  30  App. 
Div.  255 ;  Chase  v.  Veal,  83  Tex.  333,  18  S.  W.  597. 

Sec.  1055.    Verdict  must  be  palpably  against  weight  of  evi- 
dence  to  warrant  setting  aside. 

A  judgment  by  the  trial  court  to  which  the  law  and  facts  are 
submitted  will  be  treated  on  appeal  as  the  verdict  of  a  properly 
instructed  jury  and  will  not  be  reversed  unless  palpably  against 
the  weight  of  the  evidence.  Summers  v.  Summers,  26  Ky.  L.  R. 
179,  80  S.  W.  1154;  Gallagher  v.  Bell,  81)  Minn.  291,  94  N.W. 
867;  Fish  v.  Calvin,  2  Silver.  (N.  Y.  Supreme)  450,  6  N.  Y. 
S.  64 ;  Ross  V.  Decker,  68  N.  Y.  S.  790,  34  Misc.  168 ;  Holland 
V.  Howard,  105  Ala.  538,  17  S.  35 ;  Loeb  v.  Teppee,  112  N.  Y. 
S.  1043. 

Sec.  1055a.    Answer  made  by  the  court  to  a  juror  held  not  to 
constitute  error  to  set  aside  verdict. 

In  an  action  to  recover  commissions  on  a  sale  or  exchange 
of  real  estate,  the  defendant  both  admitted  that  the  agreement 
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had  been  made  and  averred  that  it  was  conditional  only,  and 
was  not  to  be  carried  out  if  the  defendant  needed  the  money 
provided  by  the  agreement  for  a  mining  enterprise  in  which 
he  was  interested.  He  testified  that  the  money  was  needed  in 
the  enterprise,  and  that  the  agreement  was  never  carried  out. 
The  evidence  showed  that  nothing  was  said  about  money  when 
the  negotiations  commenced,  nor  when  the  property  was  placed 
in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  for  sale.  At  the  trial,  a  juror  asked 
whether  there  was  **any  evidence  that  there  was  anything  said 
about  money  when  they  entered  into  this  proceeding  ? "  to  which 
the  court  replied ;  **  Nothing  was  said  about  money.  I  will  leave 
to  you  the. whole  case,  whether  there  was  any  understanding  as 
to  the  payment  of  money  or  not,  or  that  the  defendant  could 
finally  withdraw  the  proposition  when  he  got  ready."  Held. 
that  the  answer  of  the  court  was  not  ground  for  reversal  of 
the  verdict  and  judgment  for  plaintiff.  Mitchell  v.  Edehurn, 
37  Pa.  Super.  Ct.,  223. 

Sec.  1066.    Verdict  not  set  aside  because  if  for  adverse  party 
it  would  have  been  sustained. 

**The  evidence  is  indeed  so  strong  in  defendant's  behalf  that 
had  the  verdict  been  for  him  no  one  would  have  thought  of  ques- 
tioning it,''  but  that  does  not  justify  setting  it  aside;  Veale  v. 
Greene,  .105  Mo.  App.  182,  79  S.  W.  731 ;  nor  where  the  evidence 
is  conflicting  does  the  fact  that  the  appellate  court  might  have 
reached  a  different  conclusion.  Brand  v.  Merritt,  15  Colo.  286, 
25  P.  175. 

m 

ft 

Sec.  1057.    Verdict  not  disturbed  on  account  of  evidence  of 
ratification. 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions, 
it  appeared  that  defendant's  husband  had  an  inter>aew  with 
plaintiff  in  regard  to  the  sale  of  her  land,  and  that  subsequently, 
in  response  to  a  letter  from  plaintiff  the  husband  called  at  his 
office,  and  was  introduced  to  T.,  who  later  showed  defendant  and 
her  husband  land  that  he  wished  to  exchange,  but  it  did  not 
suit  defendant;  afterward,  she  accepted  another  offer  made  by 
T.  to  buy  the  land;  on  the  trial,  defendant  and  her  husband 
attempted  to  suppress  their  own  testimony,  and  their  conduct 
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justified  a  belief  that  defendant  had  authorized  or  ratified  her 
husband's  act.  Held,  that  a  verdict  for  plaintiff  would  not  be 
disturbed.    Sims  v.  Rockwell,  156  Mass.  372,  31  N.  E.  484. 

Sec.  1068.    Verdict  set  aside,  where  loan  was  refused  because 
interest  was  too  high. 

A  verdict  for  plaintiff  will  be  set  aside  as  against  the  weight 
of  the  evidence  where,  on  the  issue  whether  defendant  agreed 
to  pay  six  per  cent,  interest  for  a  loan,  so  as  to  render  him 
liable  to  plaintiff  for  procuring  a  person  ready  to  make  the  loan 
at  that  price,  defendant  testified  that  he  did  not  agree  to  pay 
six  per  cent.,  and  his  testimony  was  contradicted  only  by  the 
agent  through  whom  the  loan  was  made,  who  testified  to  a  con- 
versation with  defendant  about  the  loan,  and  stated  that  the 
rate  of  interest  was  to  be  six  per  cent.,  but  stated  no  conversa- 
tion to  that  effect,  and  testified  that  he  wrote  defendant  the 
next  day  that  he  would  make  the  loan  at  six  per  cent. ;  that  de- 
fendant at  once  refused,  because  the  interest  was  too  high,  and 
that  he  told  plaintiff  that  he  (defendant)  refused  the  loan  when 
the  question  of  interest  was  broached,  since  it  is  apparent  that 
the  statement  that  six  per  cent,  was  to  be  paid  was  merely  an 
inference  by  the  witness.  Crandall  v.  Philips,  43  N.  Y.  S.  299, 
13  App.  Div.  118. 

Sec.  1059.    Verdict  not  directed  for  plaintiff,  where  customer 
was  not  of  restricted  class. 

Where  the  evidence  of  plaintiff,  suing  to  recover  commissions 
for  procuring  a  purchaser  for  defendant's  land,  of  itself  makes 
out  a  case,  the  court  will  not  direct  a  verdict  in  his  favor,  if 
the  evidence  of  the  defendant  shows  that  under  the  contract 
plaintiff  was  restricted  to  negotiate  a  sale  with  certain  persons, 
and  the  one  procured  by  him  did  not  belong  to  that  class.  Meyer 
V.  Strauss,  58  N.  Y.  S.  904,  42  App.  Div.  613. 

Sec.  1060.    Verdict  for  commissions  not  supported,  where  sale 
varied  from  authorization. 

Defendant  agreed  to  pay  plaintiff  $100  to  find  a  purchaser 
for  a  farm  at  $2,400,  the  purchaser  to  receive  one-third  of  the 
crops;  defendant  procured  a  purchaser  who  agreed  to  pay  $2,400 


598  AMERICAN  LAW    REAL  ESTATE   AGENCY. 

for  the  land  and  the  landlord's  share  of  the  crops;  there  was 
no  evidence  as  to  what  constituted  the  landlord's  share  of  the 
crops,  or  of  the  purchaser's  ability  to  pay.  Held,  that  the  evi- 
dence was  not  sufficient  to  support  a  verdict  for  his  commissions. 
Home  V.  Bratrud,  14  S.  Dak.  648,  86  N.  W.  747;  Haskell  v. 
Beighly  (Kans.  Sup.  '08),  96  P.  134. 

Sec.  1061.    Verdict  directed  for  defendant  erroneous,  when  not 
justified  in  believing  broker  recreant. 

Defendant  wrote  plaintiff  authorizing  him  to  sell  defendant's 
timber  land  in  Arkansas,  agreeing  that  if  plaintiff  put  defendant 
in  communication  with  a  reliable  purchaser  defendant  would 
protect  plaintiff  on  a  commission  of  five  per  cent. ;  plaintiff  im- 
mediately corresponded  with  a  purchaser  who,  at  plaintiff's  di- 
rection,  wired"  defendant  for  the  price,  and  this  being  agreed 
on,  the  purchaser  wrote  plaintiff  a  letter  concerning  the  prop- 
erty, enclosing  a  skeleton  option,  which  he  desired  defendant  to 
execute;  plaintiff  then  went  to  defendant's  place  of  business 
and  showed  him  the  purchaser's  letter  with  the  option,  and  de- 
fendant, after  some  delay,  signed  the  option,  after  inserting  that 
the  price  should  be  net  cash  to  him,  but  without  any  statement 
that  it  was  to  be  free  of  commissions.  Held,  that  defendant  was 
not  justified  in  believing  that  plaintiff  was  acting  for  the  pur- 
chaser, and  that  it  was,  therefore,  error  for  the  court  to  direct 
a  verdict  for  defendant  in  plaintiff's  action  for  commissions. 
Love  V.  Scatcherd,  146  Fed.  1,  77  C.  C.  A.  1. 

Sec.  1062.    Verdict  for  broker  not  sustained  by  inviting  atten- 
tion of  public  to  land  and  negotiating. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  the  sale  of  land,  evidence 
that  plaintiff  invited  the  attention  of  the  public  to  the  property, 
and  used  time  in  active  negotiations  for  its  purchase,  and  that 
the  final  purchase  resulted  from  a  continuation  of  the  pre-exist- 
ing negotiations,  unaffected  by  the  broker's  acts,  was  insufficient 
to  sustain  a  verdict  for  plaintiff.  Sexton  v.  Goodrich^  131  Wis. 
146,  111  N.  W.  206. 

Sec.  1063.    Awarding  less  than  plaintiff  entitled  to,  styled  a 
"Sancho  Panza"  verdict. 

Plaintiff  was  employed  by  defendant  B.  to  sell  640  acres  of 
land  for  $15  an  acre  cash  to  B.  and  as  much  more  to  plaintiff  as 
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he  could  get;  plaintiff  induced  defendant  M.  to  purchase  for 
$19.50  per  acre,  and  to  deposit  such  amount  subject  to  a  tender 
of  title;  it  was  thereafter  discovered  that  B.  could  only  convey 
538  acres,  whereupon,  in  order  to  consummate  the  deal,  it  was 
arranged  that  a  sale  of  this  amount  should  be  made  at  $15  an 
acre,  and  that  the  purchaser  should  pay  plaintiff  $300,  and  that 
B.  should  pay  plaintiff  $600,  to  which  plaintiff  agreed;  it  was 
subsequently  discovered  that  B.'s  title  was  good  only  to  338 
acres,  which  were  conveyed.  IJeld,  that  the  agreement  by  both 
the  owner  and  the  purchaser  to  pay  such  amount  to  plaintiff 
was  based  on  sufficient  consideration,  and  that  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  recover  on  such  contract  and  not  on  a  quantum  meruit, 
'*The  case  was  given  to  the  jury  without  a  charge;  this,  perhaps, 
accounts  for  the  Sancho  Panza  verdict  they  returned."  Brun- 
son  V.  Blair,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  43,  97  S.  W.  337. 


Seo.  1064.    Verdict  properly  directed  for  defendant  where 
the  plaintiff  violated  his  authority. 

In  an  action  to  recover  real  estate  brokers'  commissions, 
the  plaintiffs'  right  to  go  to  the  jury  depended  upon  whether 
their  evidence  tended  to  show  that  they  procured  a  purchaser 
ready,  able  and  willing  to  buy  their  principal's  land,  at  a  price 
and  upon  terms  which  they  were  authorized  to  make,  and  there 
being  no  evidence  that  they  were  authorized  to  agree  to  pay 
the  purchaser  $50  a  day  as  liquidated  damages  for  a  breach 
of  the  contract  to  convey,  and  to  secure  the  same  by  a  lien  on 
the  land,  or  that  the  proposed  purchaser  would  have  taken  the 
lands  without  such  agreement,  a  verdict  was  properly  directed 
for  defendant.  Evarts  v.  Fuqua  (Tex.  Civ.  App.«  '08),  111  S. 
W.  675;  aflSrmed  118  S.  W.  132. 

Sec.  1066.    Judgment  unjustifiable  ought  to  be  set  aside. 

Where  the  judgment  cannot  be  justified  upon  any  hypothesis 
presented  by  the  pleadings  or  evidence  it  ought  to  be  set  aside. 
Also,  where  not  sustained  by  the  evidence,  being  excessive.  Ham^ 
mers  v.  Merrick,  42  Kan.  32,  21  P.  783 ;  Wulhart  v.  Weinstein, 
91  N.  Y.  S.  359. 
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Sec.  1065a.    Reduction  by  the  court  of  an  excessive  verdict. 

Defendants  agreed  that  if  plaintiflfs  would  procure  purchasers 
for  lands,  defendants  would  pay  them  fifty  cents  an  acre  for 
their  services.  Plaintiffs  procured  jjurchasers  for  3,360  acres, 
to  be  thereafter  selected ;  but,  owing  to  the  fact  that  defendants 
did  not  own  or  control  the  lands  as  represented,  the  transaction 
failed.  Held,  that  a  verdict  of  $1,680  for  plaintiffs  was  exces- 
sive, and  should  be  reduced  to  $1,200,  as  it  was  not  certain 
that  all  of  the  purchasers  would  have  made  selections  and  pur- 
chased the  lands  for  which  they  subscribed.  Peavey  v.  Greer 
(Minn.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  875. 

Sec.  1066.    Judgment  of  appellate  court  conclusive. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  services  as  broker,  the  amount 
which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  is  a  question  of  fact, 
on  which  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  is  conclusive. 
Smith  V.  May  field,  163  111.  447;  45  N.  E.  157. 

Sec.  1067.    Judgment  not  reversed  for  improper  evidence. 

A  judgment  in  favor  of  a  real  estate  agent  on  a  contract  to 
pay  a  definite  sum  as  a  commission  will  not  be  reversed  because 
the  trial  court  permitted  him  to  introduce  evidence  that  the 
amount  of  commissions  alleged  to  be  paid  was  the  usual  charge 
of  real  estate  agents  in  that  city  for  similar  services.  Branaman 
V.  Sherman,  49  Kan.  771,  31  P.  667. 

Sec.  1068.    In  an  action  on  a  judgment  error  to  submit  to  jury 
whether  agent  could  release. 

A  loan  broker  acted  as  agent  for  both  parties  in  the  negotia- 
tion of  a  loan,  which  was  to  be  secured  by  a  trust  deed  of  land 
encumbered  by  judgments;  the  amount  of  the  loan  was  sent  to 
him  by  the  lender  with  instructions  to  see  that  the  amount  re- 
quired by  the  terms  of  the  deed  be  applied  to  secure  a  release 
of  this  judgment  by  the  original  judgment  creditor;  a  trans- 
fer of  it  to  him  by  the  present  holder  was  so  applied ;  the  agent 
at  first,  being  unable  to  obtain  a  release,  took  a  transfer  of  the 
judgment,  and  afterwards  obtained  a  release,  which  he  for- 
warded to  the  lender;  the  transaction  was  completed,  and  sub- 
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sequently,  at  the  request  of  the  borrower,  and  without  any  fur- 
ther instructions  from  the  lender,  the  agent  entered  on  the 
margin  of  the  judgment  record  a  receipt  in  full  for  the  judg- 
ment Held,  that  an  instruction,  in  an  action  to  obtain  execution 
under  the  judgment,  and  submitting  the  question  whether  the 
agent  was  authorized  to  execute  satisfaction  of  the  judgment; 
was  improper.  Brown  v.  Dennis  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '95),  30  S. 
W.  272. 

Sec.  1009.    Judgments  munutained  by  the  evidence. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  eflfecting  the  sale  of  a  house, 
it  appeared  that  defendant  agreed  to  give  plaintiff  $75  if  he 
should  sell  the  house  for  $500  by  a  certain  day,  $50  if  he  sold 
it  for  $400  after  that,  day;  plaintiff  introduced  to  defendant 
a  purchaser  who,  after  the  day  specified,  purchased  the  house 
for  $350.  Held,  that  a  judgment  for  plaintiff  for  $35  was  not 
sustained  by  the  e^ddence.  Blackwell  v.  Adams,  28  Mo.  App. 
61 ;  Jones  v.  Pendleton,  134  Mich.  460 ;  96  N.  X\.  574. 

In  an  action  brought  to  recover  commissions  alleged  to  have 
been  earned  by  the  plaintiff  on  a  sale  of  real  estate  of  defendant 
for  military  purposes  to  the  government,  through  his  agency, 
the  only  evidence  of  his  assistance  in  the  sale  was  that  he,  to 
some  extent,  helped  to  intensify  public  opinion  as  to  the  expedi- 
ency of  having  a  military  force  in  the  neighborhood.  Held,  that 
a  verdict  for  him  should  be  set  aside.  Com'l.  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Haw- 
kins, 35  111.  App.  463. 

Sec.  1070.    Judgment  for  a  smaller  amount,  when  it  will  not 
be  interfered  with. 

Where  an  action  was  brought  to  recover  commissions  for  effect- 
ing a  sale  of  real  estate,  and  the  testimony  shows  that  the  broker 
merely  procured  a  purchaser  who  purchased  the  premises  from 
the  owner.  Held,  that  a  judgment  awarding  the  broker  a  less 
sum  than  the  commissions  upon  a  completed  sale  will  not  be 
set  aside.  Gregg  v.  Loomis,  22  Neb.  174,  34  N.  W.  355.  Compare, 
Brunson  v.  Blair,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  43,  97  S.  W.  337. 

Plaintiff  sued  to  recover  commissions  for  obtaining  a  loan  for 
defendant,  and  testified  that  defendant  agreed  to  pay  one  and 
one-half  per  cent,  and  disbursements;  on  cross-examination  he 
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testified  that  he  told  defendant  the  lawyer's  charges  would  be 
one  per  cent,  and  disbursements,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  charge 
would  be  two  and  one-half  per  cent.,  and  that  defendant  agreed 
to  pay  it.  Held,  that  a  judgment  for  only  one-half  per  cent,  was 
supported  by  the  evidence,  since  there  was  no  evidence  that 
defendant  promised  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  attorney's  charges, 
or  that  plaintiff  had  promised  to  pay  such  amount  to  the  at- 
torney. Robert  v.  Sire,  67  N.  Y.  S.  860,  33  Misc.  755.  See  also 
Sec.  572. 

Sec.  1071.    Judj^ent  for  full  amonnt  error,  where  loan  failed 
through  defective  title. 

Where  an  agreement  was  made  to  pay  plaintiff  $800  if  he 
secured  a  certain  loan  for  defendant  on  its  property,  which  sum 
was  to  cover  all  fees,  lawyer's  charges,  disbursements,  etc.,  it 
was  error  to  grant  a  judgment  for  the  full  amount,  where  per- 
formance was  prevented  by  reason  of  defendant's  defective 
title.  Gatling  v.  Central  Spar  Verein,  73  N.  Y.  S.  496,  67  App, 
Div.  50.    See  also  Sec.  572. 

Sec.  1071a.    Effect  of  a  judgment  as  barring  further  pro- 
ceedings. 

A  judgment  dismissing  an  action  on  an  express  promise  to 
pay  an  agreed  commission  for  selling  land,  entered  on  a  finding 
that  plaintiff  did  not  act  as  agent  for  defendant  in  the  sale,  and 
that  there  was  no  contract  for  a  commission,  is  a  bar  to  a  sub- 
sequent action  for  the  same  commission  based  on  an  express 
promise  to  pay  the  reasonable  value  of  the  services  after  they 
were  performed.  Krug  v.  Hendricks  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  102 
P.  1049. 


CHAPTER  XVIII. 

SECTION. 

1072-1078.    Error. 

1079-1131.     Judicial   constructions  and  interpretations. 

Sec.  1072.    Error  in  siutaining  objection  of  plaintilT  to  evi- 
dence of  plaintiff's  receipt  in  settlement. 

It  was  held  that  the  trial  court  erred  when  it  sustained  an 
objection  made  by  plaintiff's  counsel  to  the  introduction  in  evi- 
dence of  a  stipulation  made  by  the  parties  in  a  former  suit  and 
filed  in  court,  in  which  the  plaintiff  acknowledged  the  receipt 
of  $90  in  full  settlement  and  payment  of  all  claims  and  demands 
arising  out  of  the  alleged  cause  of  action.  Davis  v.  Thomas,  87 
Minn.  301,  91  N.  W.  1100. 

Sec.  1073.    Error  to  instruct  for  plaintiff  that  agent  acting  for 
both  parties  may  receive  compensation  from  both 

Plaintiff  sued  for  commissions  for  purchasing  property  for 
defendants,  on  the  theory  that  with  defendant's  knowledge  he 
was  to  rec(  ive  commissions  from  both  defendants  and  the  vendor ; 
plaintiff,  however,  during  the  negotiations,  had  written  a  letter 
to  defendants  stating  that  if  they  were  under  the  belief  that 
he  expected  to  receive  commissions  from  both  sides,  they  were 
mistaken;  that  if  he  received  a  commission  from  the  other  side,  he 
would  charge  defendants  only  for  legal  services;  on  receipt  of 
this  letter  defendants  forwarded  the  purchase  price.  Plaintiff 
testified  that  the  letter  was  written  at  the  instance  of  the  agent 
of  defendants,  who  promised  him  other  business  from  the  com- 
pany sufficient  to  repay  him  for  the  release  of  commissions. 
Held,  that  as  defendants'  agent  could  not  have  authority  to  de- 
ceive defendants,  and  as  the  jury  might  have  found  that  de- 
fendants acted  on  the  strength  of  the  letter,  it  was  error  to 
instruct  for  plaintiff ;  that  if  an  agent  acts  for  both  he  may  re- 
ceive compensation  from  both,  and  that  if  the  letter  releasing 
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commissions  was  written  in  consideration  of  further  business, 
which  they  refused  to  give  plaintiff,  he  was  entitled  to  recover. 
Li7idt  V.  Schlitz  Bremng  Co.,  113  Iowa  200,  84  N.  W.  1059.  See 
also  Sec.  558. 

Sec.  1074.  Error  to  exclude  testimony  of  defendant  that  he 
was  ignorant  of  agent's  double  employment 

In  an  action  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  recover  commissions 
on  an  exchange  of  property  effected  by  him,  it  appearing  that 
plaintiff  was  in  the  employ  of  both  parties  to  the  exchange,  the 
court  erred  in  excluding  the  testimony  of  defendant  tending 
to  show  that  he  was  ignorant  of  the  double  employment  of  plain- 
tiff, of  which  plaintiff  testified  that  defendant  was  informed. 
Condit  V.  Sill,  18  N.  Y.  S.  97. 

Sec.  1075.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  it  was  not  error  to 
exclude  that  other  party  knew  agent  was  paid  by  de- 
fendant. 

In  an  action  to  recover  a  broker's  commissions  for  negotiating 
an  exchange  of  defendant's  property  for  the  property  of  L.  & 
W.,  where  there  was  no  evidence  that  defendant  knew  that  plain- 
tiff was  also  to  receive  commissions  from  L.  &  W.,  it  was  not 
error  to  exclude  evidence  that  L.  &  W.  knew  he  was  to  receive 
commissions  from  defendant.    Bellin  v.  Wptn,  104  N.  Y.  S.  360. 

Sec.  1075a.  Circumstances  showing  no  error  in  refusing  to 
grant  non-suit. 

There  being  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  real  estate  agent 
had  first  agreed  with  another  person  to  procure  a  purchaser,  and 
that  all  of  them  should  have  an  interest  in  the  land  and  should 
divide  it  into  lots  and  sell  it  for  a  profit,  and  that  subsequently 
such  third  person  stated  to  the  real  estate  agent  that  the  con- 
templated purchaser  who  would  furnish  the  money  to  pay  for 
the  land  and  whose  name  was  not  divulged  to  the  agent  was 
unwilling  for  the  agent  to  be  interested  in  the  enterprise,  and 
that  thereupon  it  was  agreed  between  the  agent  and  the  person 
with  whom  he  was  dealing,  that  the  latter  would  pay  a  certain 
amount  to  the  former,  in  consideration  and  in  satisfaction  of 
his  commission  on  relinquishing  any  further  claim  of  interest, 
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which  he  did ;  in  a  suit  by  the  agent  against  the  person  making 
such  agreement,  and  others,  there  was  no  error  relatively  to  such 
person  in  refusing  to  grant  a  non-suit  or  direct  a  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  defendant.  Mitchell  v.  Oijford  (Ga.  Sup.  '10),  67 
S.  E.  197  (Syllabus.) 

• 

Sec.  1075b.    Error  in  awarding  verdict  to  real  estate  agent. 

Relatively  to  the  person  who  was  to  be  the  actual  purchaser 
and  pay  the.  purchase  money,  there  was  no  evidence  sufficient 
to  show  that  he  knew  or  took  part  in  the  negotiations  with  the 
real  estate  agent  mentioned  in  the  preceding  headnote  or  that 
he  was  bound  by  any  promise  to  pay  commissions  of  the  agent, 
or  an  amount  for  the  latter 's  making  no  claim  to  be  interested 
in  the  purchase  and  development  of  the  property.  A  verdict 
against  him  in  behalf  of  the  real  estate  agent  was,  therefore,  not 
warranted  by  the  evidence.    Id, 

« 

Sec.  1075c.    Corporation  exempted  from  liability  for  commis- 
sion. 

The  same  is  true  of  a  corporation  which  was  formed  by  the 
purchaser  and  the  middleman  with  whom  the  real  estate  agent 
dealt,  some  time  after  the  agreement  of  purchase  was  made, 
and  which  corporation  took  over  the  land  and  improved  and 
sold  it.  The  evidence  did  not  show  that  any  such  corporation 
was  organized  or  in  contemplation  when  the  agreement  with  the 
real  estate  agent  was  claimed  to  have  been  made,  or  that  it  ever 
made  any  promise  or  did  anything  to  render  itself  liable  to  pay 
commissions  to  the  agent  on  account  of  the  sale  of  the  land.    Id, 

Sec.  1076.    Error  to  exclude  evidence  of  the  value  of  defend- 
ant's property. 

On  the  trial  of  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions  on  an 
exchange  of  property  in  which  the  defense  was  that  the  defend- 
ant had  been  induced  to  part  with  his  property  by  plaintiff's 
false  representations;  after  plaintiff  had  been  permitted  to  testi- 
fy that  defendant  had  told  him  that  his  property  would  not 
sell  for  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  on  it,  and  also  that  in  plain- 


606  AMERICAN   LAW  REAL  ESTATE  AGENCT. 

tiff's  opinion,  defendant's  property  was  worth  less  than  that 
exchanged  for  it,  defendant  attempted  to  prove  the  value  of 
his  property,  but  the  evidence  was  excluded ;  the  court  afterward, 
on  plaintiff's  request,  charged  that  if  defendant  did  not  rely  on 
any  false  representations  made,  plaintiff  must  recover.  Heldf 
that  the  exclusion  of  the  evidence  of  the  value  of  defendant's 
property  was  error.  Walker  v.  Johnson,  46  N.  Y.  S.  864,  21 
Misc.  16.    See  also  Sec.  194. 


Sec.  1076a.    Error  to  withdraw  from  the  consideration  of  the 
jury  the  number  of  acres  sold. 

In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  an  agreement  to  permit  plamtiff 
to  sell  land  on  commission,  where  the  number  of  acres  in  the 
tract  was  uncertain,  the  amount  which  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  depending  on  the  number  of  acres,  was  for  the  jury,  so 
that  it  was  error  to  charge  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover 
a  certain  sum,  if  they  found  the  contract  as  alleged.  Jackson 
v.  Stephenson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '08),  114  S.  W.  848. 


Sec.  1077.    It  is  not  error  to  prove  by  plaintiff  that  no  sale 
was  made. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate 
for  his  commissions,  it  is  not  error  to  allow  defendant  to  prove 
by  plaintiff's  testimony  that  no  sale  of  the  premises  had  in  fact 
been  made.  Runck  v.  Dimmick,  111  S.  W.  779  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.  '08.) 


Sec.  1078.    Error  to  dismiss,  where  plaintiff  employed  to  se- 
cure a  purchaser,  shows  sale  to  his  customer. 

Where  a  broker,  suing  for  commissions,  showed  that  he  was 
employed  to  procure  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  on  terms  speci- 
fied, and  that  he  called  the  property  to  the  attention  of  a  third 
person,  who  examined  it,  and  after  conference  with  the  agent 
of  the  owner,  purchased  it  on  the  terms  specified,  it  was  error 
to  dismiss  the  plaintiff  at  the  close  of  his  evidence.  Schubert  v. 
Kaplan,  109  N.  Y.  S.  729. 
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Sec.  1078a.    To  work  a  reversal  errors  in  the  ttial  must  have 
been  prejudiciaL 

Error  in  the  trial  to  work  a  reversal  on  review  must  have 
been  prejudicial  to  the  complaining  party.  Rothschild  v.  Bur- 
ritt,  47  Minn.  28,  49  N.  W.  393 ;  Wray  v.  Carpenter,  16  Colo. 
271v  27  P.  783. 

Sec.  1078b.    Error  to  exclude  contract  of  sale. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions  for  a  sale  of  defend- 
ant'^ lands,  where  the  evidence  shows  that  defendant  when  noti- 
fied of  the  sale  acquiesced  in  the  terms  thereof,  it  was  error  to 
exclude  the  contract  authorizing  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  sale, 
on  the  ground  that  the  sale  was  not  according  to  the  contract. 
Czarnowski  v.  Holland,  5  Ariz.  119,  78  P.  890. 

Sec.  1078c.    No  such  failure  of  proof  shown  as  to  justify  the 
taking  of  the  case  from  the  jury. 

A  complaint  alleged  an  authorization  to  plaintiff  to  offer 
certain  property  for  sale,  and  to  be  paid  ten  per  cent,  on  any 
amounts  above  $60,000  realized;  that  within  the  time  stipulated 
in  the  contract  plaintiff  procured  an  offer  of  $80,000,  and  ad- 
vised defendant  that  more  might  be  procured;  that  defendant 
sold  the  property  for  more  than  said  offer,  whereby  plaintiff 
became  entitled,  etc.,  under  the  written  contract  admitted  by 
defendant;  the  broker  was  entitled  to  his  commissions  if  a  pur- 
chaser was  procured  willing  to  pay  a  sum  in  excess  of  $60,000. 
It  was  also  admitted  that  plaintiff  notified  defendant  of  the  offer 
of  $80,000,  that  he  intimated  that  more  could  be  secured,  and 
that  a  sale  for  a  larger  amount  was  subsequently  made  by  de- 
fendant to  such  purchaser;  plaintiff,  in  addition  to  referring  to 
the  written  contract,  testified  that  when  the  arrangement  was 
made  the  services  had  been  rendered,  nothing  more  being  con- 
templated; that  the  offer  was  communicated  to  and  defendant 
advised  what  the  purchasers  were  willing  to  pay ;  that  the  money 
demanded  was  for  information  given.  Held,  not  such  a  failure 
of  proof  of  the  cause  of  action  set  out  in  the  complaint  as  to 
justify  the  taking  of  the  case  from  the  jury.  Oeoghegan  v. 
Chatterton,  99  N.  Y.  S.  702,  113  App.  Div.  835. 
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Sec.  1078d.    Evidence  on  question  of  abandonment  improperly 
excluded. 

In  an  action,  for  commissions  by  real  estate  brokers,  where 
the  defense  was  that  defendants  had  cancelled  plaintiffs'  employ- 
ment before  the  sale,  testimony  whether  a  proposition  received 
after  the  alleged  abandonment  was  more  or  less  favorable  than 
the  original  one,  was  competent  on  the  question  of  abandonment, 
and  was  improperly  excluded.  Young  v.  Huhhardy  154  Mich. 
218,  117  N.  W.  632,  15  D.  L.  N.  725. 

Sec.  1078e.    Error  to  charge  that  broker  would  not  be  entitled 
to  recover  unless  broker  procured  increased  price. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  his  commissions,  where 
the  broker  testifies  that  the  defendant,  the  owner,  after  authorizi- 
ing  him  to  sell  the  property  at  a  certain  price,  in  a  later  inter- 
view fixed  a  greater  net  price,  it  is  error  for  the  court  to  charge 
the  jury  that  according  to  defendant's  contention  the  plaintiff 
w^ould  not  be  entitled  to  recover  unless  he  had  found  a  purchaser 
willing  to  pay  ^uch  larger  net  price.  Sechrist  v.  Atkinson,  31 
App.  D.  C.  1. 

Sec.  1079.    When  judicial  construction  will  not  be  placed 
solely  on  correspondence. 

The  defendant  had  no  right  to  demand  that  correspondence 
be  given  a  judicial  construction  alone,  where  some  of  the  letters 
and  the  defendant's  endorsements  thereon  referred  to  telephonic 
conversations  between  the  parties  in  relation  to  the  subject-mat- 
ter in  issue.  Beach  v.  Traveler's  Insurance  Co,,  73  Conn.  118, 
46  A.  867. 

Sec.  1080.    The  question  of  what  constitutes  a  reasonable  time. 

What  constitutes  a  reasonable  time  is  a  question  for  the  court. 
Id,  In  other  jurisdictions  it  is  considered  a  question  of  fact,  to 
be  determined  by  the  jury,  on  evidence  of  the  steps  necessary  to 
be  taken.  Dent  v.  Powell,  80  Iowa,  456,  45  N.  W.  772;  Hurst  v. 
Williams,  31  Ky.  L.  R.  658,  102  S.  W.  1176 ;  Oliver  v.  Katz,  131 
Wis.  409,  111  N.  W.  509. 
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Sec.  1081.    ConBtmction  of  commission  contract. 

Where*  a  contract  for  commissions  on  a  sale  of  real  estate 
provided  for  its  payment  as  soon  as  the  purchaser  had  made 
payment  of  the  balance  due  after  the  payment  made  at  the  time 
the  contract  was  executed,  no  commission  was  payable  until 
after  the  land  was  paid  for,  and  in  construing  the  commission 
contract,  the  contract  as  to  the  sale  of  the  land,  so  far  as  it 
related  to  the  purchase  price,  shoidd  be  construed  with  it. 
Robertson  v.  Vasey,  125  Iowa,  526,  101  N.  W.  271. 

Sec.  1082.    Constmction  of  emplojrment  to  negotiate  a  lease. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  for  the  sale  pf  a  lease,  in  a 
petition  which  alleged  that  defendant  authorized  plaintiff  to 
negotiate  a  sale,  the  word  ** negotiate*'  should  be  construed  to 
mean  conversations  in  arranging  the  terms  of  a  contract.  North- 
rupp  V.  Diggs,  128  Mo.  App.  217,  106  S.  W.  1123. 

4 

Sec.  1083.  Contract  construed  to  be  that  of  agency  and  not 
an  option. 

A  writing  in  express  terms  empowering  and  authorizing  real 
estate  brokers  to  sell  land  for  $1,000,  or  as  much  less  as  the 
owner  might  take,  binding  the  brokers  to  accept  as  remuneration 
any  sum  they  might  obtain  in  excess  of  the  sum  stipulated  that 
the  owner  should  receive,  was  a  contract  of  agency  and  not  an 
option  to  the  brokers  to  purchase  the  land.  Tate  v.  Aitken,  5 
Cal.  App.  505,  90  P.  836. 

Sec.  1084.  Exdnsive  contract  construed  not  to  entitle  broker 
to  commissions  on  owner  making  contract  with  second 
broker. 

Where  one  has  charge  of  real  estate  under  an  exclusive  agency 
for  its  sale,  and  as  a  part  of  his  compensation  is  to  receive  a 
percentage  of  the  price  for  which  it  is  sold,  no  matter  to  whom, 
a  contract  by  the  owner  granting  to  a  third  person  the  right 
to  sell  and  retain  all  the  proceeds  over  a  certain  price,  isf  not 
a  sale  in  such  a  sense  as  to  entitle  the  original  agent  to  the 
specified  percentage.  Kirschner  v.  Brown  (Ean.  Sup.  '08), 
96  P.  848. 
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Sec.  1085.    The  word  "taxes'*  construed  not  to  include  street 
assessments. 

Where  a  contract  with  brokers  for  the  sale  of  land  required 
defendant  to  furnish  a  certificate  of  title  showing  the  property 
clear  of  any  incumbrances,  except  *'*  *  *  taxes  assessed  but 
not  due  and  payable/'  defendant  was  not  bound  to  clear  the 
property  from  all  etreet  assessments,  the  word  * 'taxes'*  being 
ordinarily  used  to  refer  only  to  taxes  assessed  for  state,  county, 
or  city  purposes,  and  not  to  describe  street  assessments  for  public 
improvements.    Alderson  v.  Houston,  96  P.  884,  154  Cal.  1. 


Sec.  1086.    The  word  "divide"  construed  to  mean  into  equal 
parts. 

A  complaint  in  an  action  by  a  broker  for  commissions,  which 
alleged  that  plaintiff  was  employed  to  assist  in  making  a  sale, 
that  defendant  promised  to  pay  plaintiff  for  his  services  a  half 
of  the  commissions  received  on  a  sale  being  made,  that  a  sale 
was  made  through  the  services  of  plaintiff,  and  that  defendant 
received  a  specified  sum  for  commissions,  is  supported  by  evi- 
dence that  defendant  agreed  to  "divide"  the  commissions  with 
plaintiff,  the  word  "divide"  in  conunon  parlance,  meaning 
when  used  by  two  contracting  parties,  severance  or  partition 
into  equal  parts.    Graves  v.  White,  43  Colo.  131,  95  P.  347 


Sec.  1087.    Instrument  held  to  be  a  contract  of  sale  and  not  in 
itself  a  sale. 

Where  S.  &  N.  make  a  contract  about  the  conveyance  of  a 
farm  by  S.  to  N.  who  pays  a  certain  sum  in  cash,  and  agrees  to 
pay  a  further  sum  at  a  future  time,  and  execute  a  mortgage  for 
the  balance  of  the  purchase  price,  at  which  time  S.  agrees  to 
make  a  deed  to  the  farm,  giving  possession  of  the  same;  and 
at  the  same  time  it  is  further  agreed  that  if  N.  fails  to  pay  the 
further  sum  of  money  and  to  execute  the  mortgage,  then  the 
money  paid  shall  be  forfeited  to  S ;  Held-,  that  such  an  instru- 
ment is  a  contract  of  sale,  and  not  a  sale  itself.  Stewart  v.  Fovh 
ler,  37  Kan.  677,  15  P.  918. 
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Sec.  1088.    Contract  constraed  a8  that  of  agency  and  not  em- 
ployment ae  mere  middlemen. 

A  contract  placing  property  in  the  hands  of  real  estate  agents 
for  sale  or  exchange,  the  owner  reserving  an  option  as  to  whether 
it  should  be  sold  or  exchanged,  expressly  agreeing  to  give  the 
agents  all  the  assistance  in  his  power  in  the  transaction,  confers 
upon  the  agents  authority  to  negotiate,  and  does  not  constitute 
them  mere  middlemen  to  bring  the  parties  together.  Scribner 
V,  Collar,  40  Mich.  275. 

Sec.  1089.    Broker's  contract  constraed  as  absolnte  promise  to 
pay  price  of  land  if  not  sold  within  a  year. 

After  agreeing  to  sell  land  belonging  to  plaintiff  for  $12,000 
within  one  year,  defendant  agreed  to  account  for  the  proceeds 
of  sale  of  said  premises,  whenever  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
said  twelve  months,  he  should  effect  a  sale  of  said  premises. 
Held,  that  this  was  not  an  agreement  to  pay  only  on  condition 
that  a  sale  was  made,  but  was  an  absolute  prgmise  to  pay  within 
a  year^  and  to  pay  before  the  end  of  a  year  if  a  sale  should  be 
sooner  affected.    Dunn  v.  Mackey,  80  Cal.  104. 

Sec.  1090.    Bemark  of  principal  held  not  to  destroy  broker's 
ability  to  sell  at  price  stipulated. 

Plaintiff's  assignor  was  authorized  to  sell  defendants'  manu- 
factory for  $125,000.  He  found  parties  willing  to  take  a  lease 
of  it  for  six  months,  with  privilege  to  purchase  it  for  the  price 
stated.  Defendants  stated  to  one  M.  about  the  same  time  that 
they  would  be  glad  if  a  purchaser  could  be  found  at  $100,000, 
but  it  did  not  appear  that  this  remark  ever  reached  the  proposed 
lessees,  or  any  intending  purchaser.  There  was  no  evidence  that 
the  property  had  a  market  value  of  $125,000,  except  the  above 
proposal  of  lease.  11  eld,  that  defendants'  statement  did  not  de- 
stroy the  market  at  $125,000,  so  as  to  entitle  plaintiff's  assignor 
to  the  commissions  he  would  have  made  in  case  of  sale.  Barkley 
V.  Olcoit,  5  N.  Y.  S.  525. 

Sec.  1091.    Broker  under  a  general  emplosrment  held  not  en- 
titled to  extra  compensation  for  drawing  lease. 
In  an  action  for  a  broker's  comission  for  drawing  leases  of 
his  principals*  property,  it  was  shown  that  he  had  a  power  of 
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attorney  to  collect  rents  and  execute  leases  to  their  property  for 
a  compensation  of  five  per  cent.,  and  he  admitted  that  he  had 
charge  of  the  property  concerned  in  the  action  on  the  same 
terms.  It  was  shown  that  he  collected  the  rents  and  retained 
a  commission  of  five  per  cent.  Ileld,  that  a  verdict  for  defend- 
ants was  properly  directed.    Fish  v.  Ilod^don,  16  N.  Y.  S.  92. 

Sec.  1092.  Contract  held  not  invalid  because  of  lack  of  con- 
sideration, absence  of  mntnality  or  want  of  definite  term 
of  existence. 

A  contract  between  a  land  company  and  real  estate  agents, 
whereby  the  latter  agreed  to  sell  the  town  lots  of  the  company 
at  a  certain  town,  for  such  prices  as  might  be  deemed  just,  and 
the  company  agreed  to  pay  the  agents  ten  per  cent,  on  all  sales, 
and  to  set  apart  certain  lots  for  advertising  purposes,  etc.,  was 
not  invalid  for  lack  of  consideration,  absence  of  mutuality,  or 
want  of  definite  term  of  existence.  Albany  Land  Co,  v.  Bickel, 
162  Ind.  222,  70  N.  E.  158 ;  Boyd  v.  Watson,  101  Iowa,  214,  70 
N.  W.  120;  Norman  v.  Hopper,  38  Wash.  415,  80  P.  551. 

Sec.  1093.  Statute  restricting  broker's  fee  for  securing  loan 
applicable,  when  suit  brought  to  enforce  after  change 
made. 

1  Rev.  St.,  p.  709,  restricting  brokers'  fees  for  negotiating 
loans  to  one-half  of  one  per  cent,  on  the  amount  loaned,  applies 
to  a  contract  for  a  loan  procured  while  such  statute  was  in  force, 
although  not  sought  to  be  enforced  until  after  the  statute  was 
changed.    Anderson  v.  Divyer,  63  N.  Y.  S.  201,  30  Misc.  793. 

Sec.  1094.  Broker  entitled  to  ten  per  cent,  on  ezoesB  above 
$60,000. 

A  contract  stipulated  that  the  broker  was  "authorized  to 
oflPer"  certain  property  for  sale,  and  in  lieu  of  the  usual  broker- 
age **you  are  offered  ten  per  cent,  on  the  excess  above  $60,000." 
Held,  that  if  the  broker  procured  a  purchaser  willing  to  pay  a 
sum  in  excess  of  $60,000,  he  was  entitled  to  ten  per  cent,  on 
the  amount  accepted  by  the  owners  in  excess  of  $60,000.  Oeogke- 
gwk  V.  Chatierton,  99  N.  Y.  S.  702,  113  App.  Div.  835. 
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Sec.  1095.    Broker  held  entitled  to  remaining  commiflsioiui 
from  proceeds  of  sale  of  coriK»ate  stock. 

In  an  action  by  a  broker  to  recover  commissions  on  a  sale 
of  realty,  the  evidence  showed  that  defendant  agreed  to  pay 
$20,000  commissions  on  the  sale  of  certain  coal  lands,  and  that 
plaintiff  secured  a  purchaser,  and  that  the  land  was  sold  and 
the  consideration  received  in  corporate  stock.  Defendant  agreed 
that  on  the  sale  of  the  stock  he  would  pay  one-fourth  of  the 
proceeds  of  every  sale  made  by  him  until  the  $20,000  was  paid ; 
after  several  sales  defendant  sold  for  a  reduced  sum  the  balance 
of  the  stock  which  he  had  received,  having  paid  plaintiff  his  pro- 
portion  of  previous  sales.  Held,  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  out  of  the  sum  paid  for  the  balance  whatever  was  due 
him  of  the  $20,000.    Ryan  v.  Starr,  214  Pa.  St.  318,  63  A.  704. 

Sec.  1096.    Broker  refusing  to  carry  out  contract  of  substitu- 
tion denied  recovery  of  commissions. 

Where  a  real  estate  broker  agreed  with  a  prospective  tenant, 
and  executed  a  receipt  in  full  for  his  commissions,  in  order  to 
enable  the  tenant  to  procure  a  lease,  and  to  accept  from  the 
tenant  stock  and  bonds  of  a  corporation  which  the  tenant  was 
to  organize  as  payment  for  his  commissions,  but  refused  to  carry 
out  such  agreement,  he  could  not,  irrespective  of  the  question 
of  novation,  recover  his  commissions  from  the  principal.  Davis 
V.  True,  85  N.  Y.  S.  843,  89  App.  Div.  319. 

Sec.  1097.    Objection  to  question  held  properly  sustained. 

In  an  action  by  a  loan  broker  against  a  client  who  had  refused 
to  take  the  loan  after  a  lender  had  been  secured,  the  defendant 
testified  that  he  told  the  lender's  attorney  that  he  would  not 
complete  the  loan  until  he  had  arranged  to  pay  an  existing  mort- 
gage before  maturity,  and  a  day  or  so  later  he  told  him  that  he 
had  notified  the  mortgagee  that  the  negotiations  pending  for  the 
paying  off  of  his  loan  had  terminated.  He  was  then  asked,  *  *  What 
caused  the  making  of  that  statement  ?  What  transpired  between 
you  and  plaintiff  that  led  you  to  make  that  statement  to  the 
mortgagee,  that  the  transaction  had  terminated?"  Defendant 
had  testified  fully  as  to  his  conversation  with  plaintiff.     Held, 
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that  the  objection  to  the  question  was  properly  sustained.    Payne 
V.  Williams,  178  N.  Y.  589,  70  N.  E.  1104. 

8ec.  1098.    Evidence  held  not  to  show  that  broker  go  acted 
in  the  interest  of  tenant  as  to  defeat  right  to  commissions. 

Defendant  entrusted  to  plaintiffs  the  leasing  of  certain  prop- 
erty, offering  to  erect  a  building  thereon  for  the  tenant  under  a 
long  lease.  Other  parties  had  come  to  plaintiffs  to  find  them 
a  building  suitable  for  their  purpose.  Plaintiffs  brought  these 
parties  and  defendant  together ;  the  matter  was  discussed  and  an 
arrangement  for  a  twenty  years'  lease  effected,  the  contract  be- 
ing drawn  by  plaintiffs;  difficulties  occurred  in  the  arrangements, 
owing  to  the  necessity  of  a  fireproof  building,  and  an  increased 
rental  to  which  the  proposed  tenants  objected ;  but  this  difficulty 
was  bridged  over  by  the  plaintiffs'  efforts,  who  were  in  tele- 
graphic communication  with  defendant.  Held,  that  the  evidence 
did  not  show  that  plaintiffs  were  acting  to  such  an  extent  in 
the  interest  of  the  tenants,  as  well  as  in  the  interest  of  the  de- 
defendant,  as  to  preclude  the  recovery  of  commissions.  Butledge 
V.  Neely,  99  Mo.  App.  384,  73  S.  W.  359. 


Sec.  1099.    Special  finding  of  jury  that  plaintiff  waa  inrocnrmg 
cause  of  sale  construed  not  to  entitle  to  commissions. 

In  an  action  for  a  broker's  commissions,  the  jury  specially 
found  that  plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  by  the 
owner  to  the  purchaser ;  but  also  found  that  plaintiff,  before  the 
sale,  had  released  defendant  from  the  obligation  to  pay  any 
commissions  in  case  he  sold  the  farm  himself,  and  that  defend- 
ant relied  on  such  releases  in  selling  the  farm.  Held,  that  a 
finding  that  plaintiff  was  the  procuring  cause  of  the  sale  only 
meant  that  plaintiff  drew  the  purchaser's  attention  to  the  farm, 
and  did  not  constitute  a  finding  that  the  sale  was  in  fact  made 
by  plaintiff  and  not  by  the  owner,  so  as  to  entitle  plaintiff  to 
commissions,  notwithstanding  the  release.  Wisconsin  Farm  Land 
Co,  V.  Bullard,  119  Wis.  320,  96  N.  W.  833 

Sec.  1100.    Contract  held  not  in  violation  of  U.  S.  land  laws. 
A  contract  whereby  a  party  holding  a  homestead  entry  of  gov- 
ernment land,  on  which  are  certain  improvements,  agrees  with 


PLEADINOS,  PBACnCE,  ETC.  615 

another  party  to  pay  him  a  certain  per  cent,  commission  if  he 
will  find  a  purchaser  for  such  land,  and  such  party  does  find 
such  purchaser,  who  pays  a  certain  stipulated  sum  to  the  home- 
stead entryman,  who  releases  his  homestead  entry,  and  the  other 
party  files  thereon,  is  not  void  as  in  violation  of  the  land  laws 
of  the  United  States.    Hoyle  v.  Johnson,  18  Okla.  330,  89  P.  1119. 

Sac.  1101.    Extention  of  time  should  be  pleaded  in  order  to 
justify  evidence  thereof. 

"Where  time  was  of  the  essence  of  a  broker's  contract  for 
the  sale  of  land,  an  extension  of  time  should  be  pleaded  in 
order  to  justify  evidence  thereof  and  its  submission  to  the  jury. 
Leuschner  v.  Fairick  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  W),  103  S.  W.  664. 

Sec.  1102.    Contract  construed  to  authorize  sale  at  $1,700 
gross. 

Where  agents  wrote  the  owner  of  a  lot  submitting  offer  of 
$1,500,  less  commissions,  and  the  owner  replied  that  he  thought 
$1,700  a  fair  price,  and  that  it  would  be  acceptable  to  him,  the 
agents  were  authorized  to  sell  for  $1,700  gross.  Campbell  v. 
Lombardo,  44  S.  362,  153  Ala.  489. 

Sec.  1103.    Contract  limited  to  one-half  the  net  profits  on  lots 
sold. 

Under  a  contract  of  appointment  as  exclusive  agent  for  six 
months  to  sell  and  manage  lots,  agents  to  receive  one-half  the 
net  profits,  the  agents  are  limited  to  one-half  the  net  profits  on 
sales  made  during  the  six  months,  and  are  not  entitled  to  receive 
one-half  the  net  profits  on  sales  thereafter  made.  Title  Ins,  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  GridcT,  152  Cal.  746,  94  P.  601. 

Sec.  1104.    Construction  of  contract  where  broker  was  to  re- 
ceive one-half  the  net  profits. 

Under  a  contract  whereby  the  parties  agreed  to  put  in  cement 
sidewalks,  build  stone  pillars,  and  write  all  advertiseemnts,  in 
consideration  of  their  appointmemt  as  exclusive  agents  to  sell 
lands,  **all  of  the  above  to  be  paid  for  by"  such  parties,  they 
to  receive  one-half  the  net  profits,  the  expense  of  putting  in 
cement  walks,  etc.,  must  be  paid  by  such  parties,  and  they  are 
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not  entitled  to  h^ve  the  same  paid  out  of  the  prooeeda  of  sales. 
Id 


Sec.  1105.    Ooitftrnotion  against  right  of  claimants  to  coin> 
missions. 

In  a  controversy  between  rival  claimants  for  commissions  upon 
a  sale  of  real  estate,  where  there  is  no  dispute  that  a  certain 
person  holds  the  title  and  paid  the  purchase  price,  and  nothing 
to  show  that  the  purchase  by  such  person  was  a  mere  pretense 
to  cover  a  sale  to  the  brokers  who  ostensibly  produced  him,  the 
presumption  must  be  that  he  was  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  and  that 
the  only  parties  entitled  to  commissions  are  those  who  produced 
him,  and  the  mere  fact  that  such  parties  may  have  accepted 
commissions  from  him  does  not  increase  the  rights  of  claimants 
who  did  not  produce  him.  Shapiro  v.  Shapiro,  110  N.  Y.  S. 
11,  125  App.  Div.  608. 

Sec.  1106.    Agreement  construed  not  to  be  harsh  or  unrea- 
sonable. 

An  agreement  to  pay  plaintiff,  a  real  estate  broker,  $500  in 
case  a  sale  was  made  to  one  of  his  customers,  in  consideration 
of  plaintiff's  bringing  such  customer  to  inspect  defendant's 
farm,  without  plaintiff  being  required  to  solicit  or  endeavor  to 
induce  the  customer  to  buy,  it  being  plaintiff's  intention  to  show 
the  customers  other  farms. in  the  neighborhood  listed  with  him 
for  sale,  was  not  harsh  or  unreasonable.  Lee  v.  Conrad  (Iowa 
Sup.  '08),  117  N.  W.  1096. 

Sec.  1107.    Contract  construed  to  be  an  agreement  of  agen^. 

Plaintiff,  the  owner  of  land,  entered  into  a  contract  with  de- 
fendant and  his  partner,  by  the  terms  of  which  the  defendant 
and  his  partner  were  to  sink  a  well  on  the  land,  install  a  pumping 
plant,  and  develop  water  upon  the  premises,  they  to  pay  all 
the  expenses  and  were  to  subdivide  and  sell  the  premises,  in 
consideration  of  which  they  were  to  have  the  exclusive  handling 
and  sale  thereof,  and  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  land 
and  crops  raised  thereon,  after  first  paying  plaintiff  the  first 
cost  of  the  land,  were  to  be  divided  equally  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant's  firm.    Defendant's  firm  was  given  the  option 
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to  make  sach  terms  of  sale  as  tliey  might  deem  proper,  subject 
to  certain  restrictiozis,  and  the  contract  provided  that  if  the 
property  should  not  be  subdivided  and  sold  by  defendant's  firm 
at  a  sooner  date,  the  contract  should  remain  in  force  for  two 
years,  and  for  such  further  time  as  might  be  agreed  upon  at 
the  end  of  that  period.  Heldf  that  the  contract  was  nothing 
more  than  an  agreement  of  agenqy  whereby  defendant's  firm, 
in  consideration  of  money  and  services  to  be  given  by  them, 
were  given  the  exclusive  right  to  sell  the  land  for  a  compensation 
to  be  measured  by  the  price  realized.  They  had  no  interest,  legal 
or  equitable,  in  the  land;  at  leasts  after  the  expiration  of  the 
time  limited  by  the  parties.  Hicks  v.  Post  (154  Cal.  22),  96 
P.  878. 


Sec.  1108.    Contract  not  being  to  sell  on  credit  enforceable 
against  principal. 

A  contract  of  real  estate  brokers  on  their  principal's  part  to 
sell  property  for  $35,500,  payable  $10,000  in  cash,  and  balance 
to  be  arranged  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  owners,  is  enforceable 
against  the  principal,  not  being  an  agreement  to  sell  on  credit, 
which  the  brokers  were  not  authorized  to  make.  Kemper  v.  Gans 
(87  Ark.  221),  111  S.  W.  1123 ;  rehearing  denied,  112  S.  W.  1087. 

Sec.  1109.    Contract  of  agent  to  sell  land  not  objectionable, 
though  not  signed  by  both  parties. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands,  made  by  the  owner  to  a 
real  estate  agent,  must  be  construed  as  like  contracts  between 
other  parties,  and  that  it  provides  for  deducting  from  the  agreed 
purchase  price  a  sum  designated  as  '^ commission"  to  be  allowed 
by  the  vendor,  does  not  render  it  objectionable  under  the  statute 
making  void  all  contracts  between  the  owner  of  land  and  the 
agent  employed  to  sell  the  same,  not  reduced  to  writing  and 
subscribed  by  both  parties.  Waters  v.  Phelps  (81  Neb.  674), 
116  N.  W.  783. 

Sec.  1110.    Sale  of  land  by  owner  entitled  brokers  to  compen- 
sation, no  previous  notice  of  revocation  having  been  given. 

Defendant,  after  authorizing  plaintiff  and  other  brokers  to 
sell  land,  made  a  contract  with  a  purchaser  to  convey,  in  which 
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it  was  specified,  with  plaintiff's  consent,  that  the  contract  should 
be  void  by  the  other  brokers  claiming  commissions,  which  they 
did.  The  contract  as  written  was  marked  **void,"  but  at  the 
same  time  defendant  and  the  purchaser  executed  another  writing 
identical  in  terms  with  the  first  agreement,  except  that  the 
provision  that  it  should  be  void  on  the  other  brokers  claiming 
commissions  was  omitted,  the  deposit  made  by  the  purchaser 
on  execution  of  the  first  contract  being  retained.  Heldf  That, 
though  defendant  could  have  annulled  the  contract  when  the 
other  brokers  claimed  commissions,  and  thus  have  escaped  lia- 
bility, he  did  not  do  so,  and  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  his 
commissions,  the  mere  transcribing  of  the  agreement  not  amount- 
ing to  a  new  contract.  Field  v.  Walford,  131  Mo.  App.  391,  111 
S.  W.  523. 

Sec.  1111.    Contract  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  person  maj,  un- 
der a  statute  providing  therefor,  be  enforced  by  him. 

Where  an  owner  contracted  to  convey  to  any  purchaser  se- 
cured by  a  broker  employed  to  procure  a  purchaser,  the  contract 
was  for  the  benefit  of  a  purchaser  procured  by  the  broker  within 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  providing  therefor,  that  a  contract 
made  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  person  may  be  enforced  by  him. 
Bacon  v.  Davis  (Cal.  App.  '08),  98  P.  71. 

Sec.  1112.    Construction  of  the  word  "sold''  as  used  in  the 
contract 

In  the  absence  of  a  contrary  showing,  land  is  sold  within  a 
parol  contract  authorizing  a  broker  to  sell  land  for  another,  in 
consideration  of  a  stipulated  commission,  when  the  broker  pro- 
duces a  purchaser  willing  and  able  to  comply  with  the  terms  of 
the  sale  and  an  agreement  is  entered  into  between  the  purchaser 
and  the  vendor  which  terminates  in  an  actual  transfer  of  the 
title,  or  when  the  agent  has  performed  the  services  required  of 
him  and  the  vendor  and  purchaser  enter  into  an  enforceable 
contract;  the  word  ''sold"  not  necessarily  meaning  that  a  con- 
veyance must  be  made,  or  that  the  title  must  pass.  Sanderson 
V.  Wellsford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.  '09), 116  S.  W.  382. 
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Bee.  1113.    Distinction  between  the  roles  of  law  applicable 
to  a  consiuninated  and  an  unconsninmated  contract  of  sale. 

>Tnere  the  agreement  for  the  sale  or  exchange  of  real  property 
has  been  consummated  by  an  actual  execution  of  a  written  con- 
tract therefor,  in  the  absence  of  a  stipulation  to  the  contrary, 
the  broker's  commissions  are  earned  when  the  contract  is  signed 
by  the  client,  and  a  defect  in  the  title  becomes  unimportant  and 
constitutes  no  defense  to  the  payment  of  commissions ;  but  where 
it  is  sought  to  recover  commissions  for  services  rendered  in 
attempting  to  effect  a  proppsed  exchange  of  real  property, 
which  was  not  carried  out,  no  written  contract  having  been 
signed  between  the  parties  to  the  exchange,  it  must  be  shown 
that  the  customer  produced  wqs  the  owner  of  the  property  offered 
for  exchange,  as  well  as  that  after  the  terms  of  the  exchange 
had  been  agreed  upon  the  client  refused  to  carry  them  out. 
Mutchnick  v.  Davis,  114  N.  Y.  S.  997. 

Defendant  having  denied  that  he  ever  agreed  to  exchange  the 
property,  the  rule  that  objections  to  title  and  to  completing  a 
contract  for  the  sale  or  exchange  of  real  property  not  specified 
during  the  negotiations  are  deemed  to  have  been  waived  does 
not  apply.    Id. 


Sec.  1114.    Oonstmction  of  contract  between  brokers  for  com- 
missions. 

Plaintiffs  agreed  with  defendant  to  assist  him  in  procuring 
for  sale  on  commission  lands  in  H.  County,  and  in  making  sales 
for  defendant  plaintiffs  were  to  receive  one  dollar  an  acre  on 
the  land  previously  listed  by  defendant,  and  one-half  of  the  com- 
missions on  the  sale  of  any  lands  subsequently  listed  by  either  of 
the  parties.  Held,  that,  if  either  of  the  plaintiffs  rendered 
any  assistance  in  listing  land  that  was  subsequently  sold  by 
either  plaintiffs  or  defendant,  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  com- 
pensation at  the  rate  of  one  dollar  per  acre,  if  the  land  sold  had 
been  previously  listed  by  defendant;  otherwise,  to  one-half  the 
commissions  received  on  the  sale.  Judgment  19  S.  D.  525,  104 
N.  "W.  247  reversed  on  error.  Dickinson  v,  Hahn  (S.  D.  Sup.  '09) 
li9  N.  W.  1034. 
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See.  1116.    OonfttmetUm  af  broker's  contract  for  cominissioiii. 

Defendants,  who  had  platted  a  subdivision,  contracted  with 
plaintiff  for  the  sale  of  the  lots,  giving  him  the  exclusive  right 
of  sale  for  six  months.  Plaintiff  was  to  exercise  reasonable  dili- 
gence to  sell  the  property  within  the  time  specified.  Defendants 
were  to  receive  the  proceeds  until  they  amounted  to  $2,300,  after 
which  the  proceeds  were  to  be  divided  with  plaintiff  as  compen- 
sation for  his  services;  and  if  there  should  be  any  unsold  lots, 
after  defendants  had  received  $2,300,  an  undivided  quarter  in- 
terest was  to  be  conveyed  to  plaintiff.  Held,  that  the  provision 
requiring  the  defendants  to  convey  a  part  of  the  unsold  lots, 
being  only  a  part  of  the  consideration,  was  independent  of  the 
provision  requiring  the  plaintiff  t^  exercise  reasonable  diligence 
to  sell  all  the  lots,  and  upon  selling  $2,300  worth  of  lots,  he  was 
entitled  to  the  share  of  the  proceeds  of  subsequent  sales  within 
the  contract  period,  and  also  to  a  conveyance  of  a  one-fourth 
interest  in  the  unsold  lots.  Mitchell  v.  Bushing  (Tex.  Civ.  App. 
'09),  118  S.  W.  582. 

Sec.  1116.    Contract  held  to  be  divisible  and  not  entire. 

A  contract  with  a  broker,  after  providing  the  amount  of  the 
commissions  to  be  paid  on  sales  as  made,  recited  that  the  com- 
missions were  ''to  become  due  on  one-quarter  payment  of  the 
selling  price  of  any  piece  of  land  sold."  Held,  That  the  con- 
tract was  apportionable,  and  not  entire,  contemplating  that  when- 
ever a  payment  was  made  amounting  to  2*5  per  cent,  or  more  of 
the  selling  price  of  a  tract  of  land  sold,  the  commission  on  the 
sale  became  due  and  payable.  Tilton  v.  James.  L.  Onies  Land  Co. 
(Wis.  Sup.  '09),  121  N.  W.  331. 

Sec  1117.    Oonstmetion  defining  the  word  '"list"  in  contracts 
with  brokers  for  the  sale  of  real  estate. 

A  contract  by  a  real  estate  broker  to  *'list"  real  estate,  is  not 
satisfied  by  merely  taking  a  description  of  the  real  estate  by 
the  broker,  but  the  most  restricted  construction  of  the  word 
**list"  would  at  least  require  that  some  mention  of  the  real  estate 
should  appear  in  some  of  the  broker's  pamphlets  advertising  the 
property  for  sale,  and,  in  the  absence  of  such  listing,  the  broker 
could  not  recover  commissions  provided  in  case  of  withdrawal 
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of  the  land  by  the  owner.    F.  A.  Straut  Co.  v.  Oay  (Me.  Sup. 
'09),  72  A.  881. 

Bee.  1118.    Oonstruction  of  eontnust  to  pay  commissions  to 
broker. 

In  an  action  for  commissions  on  a  contract  by  which  plaintiff 
was  employed  to  sell  lots  at  private  sale  or  public  auction,  **  col- 
lect all  first  moneys,"  and  do  certain  other  things,  the  question 
was  whether  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  commissions  on  defaulting 
contracts  of  sale,  and  the  case  was  submitted  on  an  agreed  state- 
ment reciting  the  amount  of  commissions  accruing  ''on  defaulted 
contracts  of  sale  with  purchasers  at  the  auction  sale  •  •  * 
and  no  part  of  which  has  been  or  will  be  received,"  and  that  plain-* 
tiff  claims  right  to  the  commissions,  ''regardless  of  subsequent 
defaults  of  contracting  parties."  Held,  that  there  was  nothing 
to  show  that  as  to  sales  in  which  default  was  made,  there  was 
any  "first  money"  to  be  paid,  in  the  absence  of  provision  for 
which  the  auction  sale  was,  under  the  Civil  Code,  Sees.  1793, 
1798,  complete  when  the  auctioneer  announced  the  lots  were 
sold,  and  entered  minutes  of  the  sale  in  his  sale-book,  and 
nothing  to  show  that  if  there  was  pi-ovision  for  "first  money," 
it  was  not  collected  by  plaintiff,  the  recited  failure  of  receipts 
being  capable  of  being  referred  solely  to  subsequent  default 
payments,  and  that  no  presumption  as  to  the  existence  of  such 
a  provision,  or  as  to  the  failure  of  plaintiff  to  collect  "first 
money,"  if  there  was  a  provision  therefor,  could  be  made,  so 
as  to  defeat  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  in  the  absence  thereof; 
the  contract  not  making  it  a  guarantor  of  payments  of  the 
purchase  price  on  sales  made  by  it.  Benedict  v.  Wilson  (Cal. 
App.  '09),  103  P.  350. 

ff 

Bee.  1119.    Oonstmetion  of  contract. 

F.  &  J.  were  agents  for  H.  for  the  sale  of  real  estate.  H. 
had  sold  certain  lands  to  O.  F.  acting  as  agent  for  O.  sold  his 
lots  to  plaintiff,  who  paid  down  $200.  The  contract  provided 
that  it  was  made  subject  to  the  owner's  acceptance.  An  in- 
cumbrance upon  the  title  was  discovered,  and  a  demand  for  its 
removal  was  refused.  The  contract  was  then  presented  to  G. 
for  approval,  and  upon  his  refusal  to  approve,  a  demand  was 
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made  for  the  return  of  the  down  payment,  which  was  also 
refused.  Plaintiff  alleged  that  IT.  was  the  owner  of  the  lot, 
and  that  F.  in  making  the  sale  and  receiving  the  money  acted 
for  H.  Held,  That  the  fact  that  F.  was  the  agent  of  H.  for 
the  sale  of  the  lots,  is  not  evidence  that  he  was  acting  other  than 
as  agent  for  O.  in  negotiating  the  sale  to  plaintiff,  since  F.  had 
no  connection  with  J.,  each  maintaining  separate  relations  liiith 
H. ;  that  the  payment  to  F.  was  not  a  payment  to  either  H.  or 
J.,  neither  of  whom  had  any  connection  with  the  sale  to  plaintiff, 
and  there  can  be  no  recovery  except  from  F.  or  his  principal  G. 
Jofies  V.  Jones  (Wash.  Sup.  '09),  104  P.  786 

m 

Sec:  1120.    Oonstraction  of  contract. 

A  contract  between  a  land  owner  and  a  real  estate  agent  gave 
the  agent  the  exclusive  sale  of  the  land  for  ten  years  at  such 
prices  as  he  might  deem  best,  provided  that  no  tract  should  be 
sold  at  less  than  the  value  named  in  the  schedule  attached.  Out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  a  stipulated  amount  was  to  be  paid 
to  the  owner,  and  the  balance  equally  divided  between  the 
parties  to  the  contract.  Held,  that  the  agent  had  the  sole  right 
to  fix  the  selling  price,  provided  it  was  not  less  than  the  schedule 
value,  and  that  the  owner  could  not  arbitrarily  refuse  to  approve 
a  sale  for  the  reason  that  the  price  was  not  satisfactory  to  him. 
Young  v.  Metc^lf  Land  Co,  (N.  D.  Sup.  '09),  122  N.  W.  1101. 

Sec.  1121.    Oonstmction  of  contract. 

A  contract  for  the  exchange  of  property  made  by  plaintiff 
and  a  purchaser  whom  defendants  had  procured,  provided  that 
to  bind  the  contract  the  purchaser  had  deposited  with  defend- 
ants a  deed  executed  to  plaintiffs,  and  that  plaintiffs  had  paid 
to  defendants  $500;  if  the  purchaser  failed  to  perfect  his  title 
to  the  tract  conveyed  by  the  deed  it  should  pass  in  accordance 
therewith  in  settlement  of  commissions  and  liquidated  damages. 
When  defendants  learned  that  the  purchaser  refused  to  per- 
form they  asked  plaintiffs  if  they  should  send  such  deed  for 
record  where  the  land  was  situated ;  but  plaintiffs  replied  that 
they  would  think  about  it,  and  after  defendants  had  held  the  deed 
two  days  without  receiving  instructions,  they  sent  it  to  plaintiffBy 
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who  did  not  have  it  recorded  for  three  months.  The  purchaser, 
in  the  meantime,  hall  sold  the  tract  to  one  who  recorded  his 
deed  prior  to  the  recording  of  plaintiffs'  deed.  Held,  That 
plaintiffs'  failure  to  have  the  deed  recorded  in  time  was  through 
their  own  fault,  and  would  not  prevent  defendants  from  recov- 
ering their  commissions  from  plaintiffs  for  procuring  a  pur- 
chaser. Lewis  V.  Mansfield  0.  &  F.  Co.  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  121 
S.  W.  585. 


Sec.  1122.    Oonstruction  of  contract. 

Defendants  agreed  to-procure  a  purchaser  for  plaintiffs'  prop- 
erty, and  procured  one  with  whom  plaintiffs  executed  a  written 
•contract,  which  provided  that  to  bind  the  contract  the  purchaser 
had  deposited  with  defendants  a  warranty  deed  to  a  certain  tract, 
part  of  the  property  to  be  exchanged,  and  that  plaintiffs  had 
paid  to  them  $500,  and,  if  the  title  should  prove  defective  upon 
examination,  the  sum  deposited  and  the  deed  should  be  returned 
to  the  respective  parties,  but  if  the  title  proved  good  and  the 
purchaser  failed  to  perform,  his  title  to  the  tract  mentioned 
should  pass  to  the  plaintiffs  according  to  the  deed  deposited  with 
defendants,  in  settlement  of  commissions  and  liquidated  dam- 
ages, and  if  plaintiffs  failed  to  perform,  the  $500  should  be 
forfeited  in  payment  of  commissions  and  liquidated  damages, 
and  if  both  parties  failed  to  perform,  the  purchaser  authorized 
plaintiffs  to  convey  to  defendants  the  tract  above  mentioned  to 
secure  to  them  the  payment  of  the  $500  as  commissions,  and  that 
such  sum  should  be  forfeited  to  defendants  as  commissions  and 
liquidated  damages.  Held,  that,  even  if  .defendants  were  bound 
by  the  contract  between  plaintiffs  and  the  purchaser,  it  did  not 
make  their  commissions  depend  upon  the  consummation  of  the 
exchange,  but  upon  the  approval  of  the  titles  of  the  properties ; 
nor  did  it  require  defendants  to  look  to  the  purchaser  for  their 
commissions  if  he  breached  his  contract  with  plaintiffs,  they 
being  bound  to  pay  the  commissions  in  such  case,  as  the  pur- 
chaser's title  to  the  contract  mentioned  passed  to  the  plaintiffs 
in  accordance  with  the  deed  deposited  with  defendants.    Id. 


624  AMERICAN   LAW   REAL   ESTATE   AGENCY. 

Sec.  1123.    Definition    in    broker's    contract    of    the    word 
"amount" 

Plaintiff,  a  broker,  wrote  defendant  asking  what  he  would 
take  for  his  land,  including  the  stock  and  a  five  per  cent,  com- 
mission. Defendant  replied  that  "'$22,500,  your  commission 
$1,112.50;  this  amount  will  buy  the  place."  Held,  that  the 
word  ** amount"  referred  to  the  total  of  the  two  sums  mentioned 
by  defendant;  the  word  being  defined  by  Webster  as  **the  sum 
total  of  two  or  more  particular  sums  or  quantities,  as  the  amount 
of  7  and  9  is  16."  Smith  v.  Fears  (Tex.  C.  A.  '09),  122  S.  W.  433. 

Sec.  1124.    Interpretation  of  broker's  authority  to  sell  a  plan- 
tation.    • 

Plaintiff  sues  defendant  for  commissions  alleged  to  be  due 
him  as  selling  agent  of  a  certain  plantation.  Defendant  resists, 
on  the  ground  that  the  sending  forward  by  himself  of  a  power 
of  attorney  to  plaintiff  was  a  mere  ** offer"  of  an  agency,  and 
that  before  it  was  accepted  he  withdrew  his  lands  from  the 
market ;  that  in  the  power  of  attorney  sent  forward  it  was  agreed 
and  understood  that  no  sale  could  or  should  be  made  until  after 
the  prospective  buyer  had  a  conference  with  him  and  had  satis- 
fied him  as  to  his  financial  ability,  and  that  he  himself  should 
be  present  at  the  sale  to  receive  the  cash  and  notes;  that  when 
the  prospective  purchaser  in  this  instance  (with  whom  plaintiff 
as  agent  had  entered  into  a  written  promise  of  sale  of  the  land) , 
presented  himself  at  Natchez,  he  did  not  put  him  (defendant) 
in  default  for  non-execution  of  the  promise :  Held,  the  defenses 
urged  are  not  well  founded.  The  sending  forward  of  the  power 
of  attorney  was  not  the  initial  step  in  the  matter  of  agency.  It 
was  in  fact  accepted  by  plaintiff's  offer  to  take  the  agency.  If 
an  acceptance  was  necessary  it  was  accepted  by  letter  and  by 
action  within  the  time  that  the  situation  of  the  parties  and  the 
nature  of  the  contract  showed  it  was  the  intention  of  the  de- 
fendant to  allow.  The  notice  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  land 
from  market  was  a  recognition  of  the  pre-existing  agency  of 
the  plaintiff.  This  withdrawal  was  after  the  plaintiff  and  the 
prospective  buyer  had  started  to  meet  defendant  at  Natchez,  and 
there  was  no  necessity  for  putting  the  defendant  in  default ;  he 
had  himself  put  an  end  to  the  agency,  and  had  placed  it  out 
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of  his  power  to  cany  out  the  promise  of  sale;  he  had  withdrawn 
from  the  prospective  purchaser  an  opportunity  to  show  his  good 
faith  and  ability  to  purchase.  Lucket  Land  &  E.  Co.  v.  Brown, 
118  La.  943,  43  S.  628. 

Sec.  1125.    Law  requiring  contract  employing  broker  to  sell 
land  to  be  in  writing  not  retroactive. 

Laws  1905,  p.  110,  c.  58,  requiring  a  contract  for  payment  of 
commissions  to  a  broker  for  the  sale  of  land  to  be  in  writing,  is 
not  retroactive.    Dean  v.  Williams  (Wash.  Sup.  '10),  106  P.  130. 

Sec.  1126.    Oonstruction  of  term  "title  satisfactory  to  pur- 
chaser." 

Where  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  calls  for  a  title  satis- 
factory to  the  purchaser,  he  has  no  arbitrary  right  to  refuse 
the  title  offered,  but  it  means  that  the  vendor  must  furnish  a 
good,  marketable  title.    Id. 

Sec.  1127.    Constmction  of  broker's  contract  and  defining  the 
word  "timber." 

Where  a  broker's  contract  employed  him  to  purchase  timber 
options  for  a  percentage  of  the  net  profits  from  the  sale  of  the 
timber,  and  certain  land  was  purchased  in  order  to  obtain  the 
timber  thereon,  the  word  "timber"  in  the  contract  of  employ- 
ment could  not  be  extended  to  include  the  land,  so  as  to  entitle 
the  broker  to  a  percentage  of  the  net  profits  of  the  sale  of  the 
land,  as  well  as  the  timber.  Wilson  v.  James  (Wash.  Sup.  '10) , 
106  P.  618. 

Sec.  1128.    When  law  of  place  of  performaaoe  govems  in  iiir 
terpretation  of  contract. 

The  place  where  a  contract  is  made  governs,  as  a  general 
role,  the  performance  of  its  terms;  but  when  it  is  the  express 
intention  of  the  parties  that  the  contract  is  to  be  performed  at 
a  different  place,  and  under  a  different  jurisdiction  from  the 
place  where  it  is  made,  the  law  of  the  place  of  performance 
governs.    Benedict  v.  Dakin  (111.  Sup.  '09)  90  N.  E.  712 
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Sec.  1129.    Law  of  place  of  performance  of  contract  govmrvB 
as  to  compensation. 

Where  a  contract  employing  a  broker  to  procure  a  purchaser 
of  real  estate  in  Louisiana  did  not  fix  the  compensation,  but  it 
appeared  that  the  contract  was  made  in  Louisiana,  without  any- 
thing to  indicate  that  the  parties  contemplated  a  performance 
elsewhere,  and  the  sale  was  consummated  there,  the  law  of  Lou- 
isiana governs  as  to  the  amount  of  the  compensation,  which  must 
be  determined  by  the  customary  commissions  paid  for  like  serv- 
ices in  that  State.  Benedict  v.  Dakin  (111.  Sup.  '09),  90  N. 
E.  712. 

Sec.  1130.  Definition  of  term  ''pecuniarily  able"  in  broker's 
contract  of  emplojnnent. 

The  term  "pecuniarily  able,^'  used  with  reference  to  the 
financial  condition  of  the  proposed  purchaser  procured  by  an 
agent  of  the  vendor,  does  not  mean  that  such  purchaser  must 
necessarily  have  all  the  money  in  his  pocketbook  or  to  his  credit 
at  the  bank,  but  that  he  is  able  to  command  the  necessary  money 
to  close  the  deal,  on  reasonable  notice  or  within  the  time  limited 
by  the  vendor,  if  a  time  be  limited.  McCdbe  v.  Janes  (Wis. 
Sup.  10),  124  N.  W.  486. 

Sec.  1131.    When  interpretation  of  contract  is  f  <»r  the  courts 
when  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury. 

The  interpretation  of  writings  is  for  the  court,  where  they  are 
are  unambiguous,  or  where  they  are  ambiguoas  in  their  terms  and 
the  ambiguity  can  be  resolved  by  reference  to  other  parts  of  the 
writing  or  uncontroverted  circumstances;  but  where  the  terms 
of  the  writing  are  ambiguous,  and  the  intention  of  the  parties 
cannot  be  ascertained  without  resorting  to  extrinsic  facts  which 
are  controverted  or  unconceded,  intention  is  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury.  Big  Four  B.  E.  Co.  v.  Clark  (Mo.  App.  '09),  123 
S.  W.  95.    See  Sec.  906. 
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Abatement  of  price,  315. 

Abbreviations,  18,  48. 

Abandonment  of  employment,  292,  761b,  1078d. 

Abandonment  by  purchaser  of  contract  of  purchase,  292. 

of  negotiations  a  question  for  jury,  923. 
Abstracts  of  title.    See  Title. 
Acceptances,  567. 
Acceptance  of  service,  646. 
Accord  and  satisfaction,  562. 
Accounting,  404,  421a,  559,  630. 
Acquiescence,  143,  515a,  560,  618. 

See  also  Waiveb. 
Actions  for  commissions,  184,  210,  218,  236,  588,  632a. 

for  breach  of  contract,  563. 

of  tort,  40,  414. 

by  purchaser  against  vendor,  40. 

of  desumpait,  629,  572. 

between  principals  and  agents,  630. 
Act  which  broker  cannot  sub-delegate,  5. 

to  dispossess,  and  what  purchaser  may  show  in  defense.  689a. 

See  also  Petitions.    For  Damages,  see  299. 
Administrators  and  executors,  5,  34,  198,  280,  456,  557. 
Advances,  282,  290,  291,  295,  314,  565. 
Adverse  interests.    See  Intcbests,  Adverse. 

Advertising  and  advertisements,  20,  24,  30,  37,  128,  561,  605,  733a,  733,  963. 
Advice  of  third  party  immaterial,  809b. 

as  to  liability  made  by  broker  erroneous,  529. 
Afterthought,  as  to  whether  defense  was,  a  question  for  jury,  920a. 
Agency,  general  and  special,  6,  356. 

several  instances  of  special  do  not  make  a  general,  6. 

duration  of,  14. 

exclusive,  13,  22,  42,  328c,  430,  563,  807,  1084. 

termination  of  the,  15,  137,  314,  454,  1031. 
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[References  are  to  sections.] 

Agency,  after  death,  single  letter  insufficient  to  establish,  46. 

contract  to  take  as  commission  excess  over  net  price  an,  82. 

exercics  of  option  revokes  contract  of,  89. 

not  affected  by  agent  taking  title  bond,  99. 

established  by  correspondence,  17,  738. 

contract  of  and  not  an  option,  1083. 
Agent  or  agents.    See  also  Bbokeb. 

who  are  capable  of  becoming,  1. 

power  of  delegating  authority,  2,  987. 

inherent  power  of  becoming,  3. 

personal  acts  of  undelegatable,  4. 

acts  that  cannot  be  sub-delegated,  5,  26. 

special  and  general,  6,  356. 

who  are  deemed  brokers^  7. 

who  are  not  brokers,  8. 

without  authority  to  employ  a  broker  to  sell,  11. 

exclusive  employment  as,  13,  61. 

authority  conferred  on,  18. 

revocation  of  authority  granted  to,  22. 

how  deeds  should  be  executed  by,  58. 

principals  and,  34,  36,  51. 

of  insurance  company,  broker  obtaining  loan  from  not»  71. 

signature  of  principal  by,  74,  75,  76. 

of  owner,  when  telegraph  company  is  not,  80. 

of  Belief-,  broker  who  took  option  to  buy  is  not,  88. 

taking  title  bond  does  not  afTect  agency,  99. 

styling  himself  agent  for  others  bound  himself,  168 

acts  governed  by  rules  applicable  to  trustees,  311. 

of  both  parties,  middleman  is  common,  578. 
Agreement  to  sell,  a  mere  option,  90. 
Alterations  in  written  instruments,  55,  73,  175,  293,  314,  485,  lOtO,  1039, 

nil. 

Alabama,  contracts  for  the  sale  of  lands  must  be  in  writing,  790. 
Amendments,  111,  667-674. 
Ambiguous  contracts,  49. 
Apportionment,  453,  1116. 
Appropriation  of  broker's  services,  24. 

of  benefits  ratifies,  24,  216. 
Appraise,  broker  entitled  to  commission  on  principal's  refusing  to,  434. 
Approval,  contract  of  sale  subject  to  principal's,  47. 

when  silence  equivalent  to,  24. 
Arbitrarily  refusing  to  accept  lease,  197. 
Arkansas,  contract  for  sale  of  lands  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 
Architects,  31,  770,  1027. 

Assignees  and  assignments,  28,  290»  572,  745,  817. 
Aaaumpait.    See  Action  or. 
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Attorney  in  fact»  27,  76,  905. 

at  law,  18,  26,  29,  251,  314. 
Attendance  at  public  sale,  41. 

Auctioneer,  agreement  with  to  sell  need  not  be  written,  605. 
Auctions  and  auctioneers,  SO,  138,  305,  576,  972. 
Authority,  power  of  delegating,  2. 

involving  discretion  undelegatable,  5. 

conferred  on  brokers  and  agents,  10,  18,  239,  255. 

agent  cannot  bind  principal  by  employing  broker  to  sell  without^  11. 

revocation  of,  22,  57. 

to  two  or  more  to  do  act,  all  must  unite,  26. 

broker  cannot  effect  a  sale  without,  18,  127. 

deed  ineffectual  to  set  aside,  57. 

to  sell,  advertisement  on  land  ineffectiml  to  imply,  18,  128. 

to  find  purchaser  gives  no  right  to  sell,  120. 

sale  at  $500,  after  asking  lower  terms,  without,  135. 

sale  by  broker  without  written  upheld,  140. 

power  to  do  all  things  concerning  real  estate  confers  power  to  lease,  205, 

contracts  in  excess  of,  307,  307a,  307b,  307c,  314,  392b,  40,  458,  1060. 

to  village  to  sell  bonds  includes  to  employ  broker,  281. 

of  broker,  improvement  of  property  beyond,  324. 

broker  to  sell  cannot  license  to  cut  timber,  330. 

to  locate  and  survey,  not  power  to  sell,  339. 

of  agent  construed  to  sell,  but  not  to  convey,  337a. 

broker  to  make  written  cannot  make  oral  contract,  365. 

br<rfcer  not  entitled  to  commission  on  contract  not  conforming  with  his 
instructions,  363a. 

broker  under  oral  cannot  bind  by  written  covenant,  364. 

of  agent  presumed  from  undisputed  possession  for  years,  366. 

to  make  repairs  does  not  warrant  permanent  improvements,  372. 

to  collect  rent  cannot  employ  broker  to  sell,  381. 

sub-agent  exceeding  bars  commissions,  392. 

broker  selling  lower  than  bars  commissions,  408. 

terms  of  cannot  be  varied,  409. 

half-cash  complied  with  by  sale  for  all,  410. 

half-cash  and  remainder  on  time,  cannot  sell  for  all  cash,  410a. 

negotiations  of  broker  without  not  ratified  by  sale,  415. 

to  sell  for  a  fixed  sum  binding,  422. 

to  sell  for  specified  sum  is  for  cash  only,  422a. 

broker  entitled  to  commissions,  though  principal  paid  more  than  he 
expected,  505. 

if  revocable,  broker  finding  after  not  entitled  to  commissions.  516. 

revocation  of  entitles  sub-agent  to  commissions  on  sale  made  after,  521* 

to  sell  not  implied  by  broker  putting  advertisement  on  land,  561. 

of  broker  to  require  owner  to  furnish  abstract  of  title,  597. 

when  contract  must  be  in  writing,  without  unenforceable,  002. 
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Authority,  of  broker  a  question  for  the  jury,  1019. 

of  broker  to  sell  plantation,  1124. 
Avoid  a  contract,  issue  must  be  presented  by  pleadings,  871a> 


B 

Banks,  50,  244,  328p. 

Belief  of  evidence,  instruction  to  jury  ignoring  erroneous,  949,  1038 

Beneficiaries,  broker  cannot  charge  commissions  to,  442. 

Benefits,  principal  receiving  bound  by  fraud  of  agent,  315. 

principal  receiving  ratifies,  557. 
Betrayal  of  trust,  295. 
Bidders,  41,  217,  395,  441. 

Bonds,  38,  276,  277,  278,  279,  280,  281,  3280,  658,  674,  662. 
Books,  763. 

Boot,  exchange  for  a  certain  amount  to,  186. 
Borrower,  243,  256,  328,  566,  630,  787. 
Bound,  broker  by  first  charge  for  commissions  and  cannot  increase,  211. 

principal  accepting  valuation  made  by  buyer,  416. 

by  election,  broker  to  look  to  purchaser  for  commissions,  425. 

each  purchaser  for  whole  commission  unless  mistake  pleaded,  579. 

owner  by  legitimate  effect  of  language  than  his  understanding  of  it, 
416a. 
Breach  of  contract.    See  Contbact,  Breach  of. 
Broker.    See  also  Agent. 

he  cannot  delegate  certain  acts  to  another,  6. 

who  is  so  termed,  '^ 

who  is  not  a^  8. 

how  appointed,  10. 

employment  of  and  limitations,  12. 

to  be  assured  compensation  must  have  contract,  VL^ 

exclusive  appointment  as,  13. 

authority  conferred  upon,  18. 

acting  openly  and  buying  vendor's  property,  40. 

has  a  right  to  give  part  of  commission  to  purchaser,  41. 

owner  not  required  to  inform  of  restrictive  covenant,  43. 

not  agent  of  insurance  company  in  securing  loan,  71. 

may  be  •authorized  by  parol  to  sell  or  lease  real  estate,  79a. 

sending  telegram^  company  not  agent  thereby,  80. 

to  secure  option  entitled  to  reasonable  commission,  83. 

employed  to  sell,  securing  mere  option,  85. 

finding  purchaser  entitled  to  compensation,  84. 

entitled  ta  commission,  when  customer  exercises  option,  86. 

entitled  to  commission^  though  principal  held  only  option,  8T. 

who  took  option  ta  buy,  not  agent  to  sell,  88. 

who  sold  under  an  option  not  entitled  to  commission,  92. 
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to  procure  loan,  not  entitled  to  commission  for  option,  03. 

to  secure  two  options,  principal  rescinds  one,  liable  for  breach,  102, 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  unexercised  option,  101. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  securing  part  of  options,  103. 

obtaining  price  from  owner,  a  naked  option,  104. 

given  option  acting  as  a  purchaser,  105. 

given  option,  owner  estopped  to  claim  purchaser,  107« 

effecting  a  sale  entitled  to  commission,  113. 

entitled  to  more  commission  when  price  increased,  115. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  nominal  sale,  116. 

entitled  to  commission,  though  sale  enjoined,  118,  460. 

must  effect  a  sale  to  earn  commission,  110. 

entitled  to  commission  on  withdrawal  of  land  from  sale,  120. 

not  entitled  to  commission  when  sale  fails  by  no  fault  of  principal,  122. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  sale  by  wrong  description,  123. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  forced  sale  with  joint  owner,  125. 

selling  to  resell  not  guilty  of  fraud,  126. 

without  authority  cannot  effect  a  sale,  127. 

placing  advertisement  on  land  does  not  imply  right  to  sell,  128. 

authority  to  find  purchaser  none  to  make  sale,  120. 

buying  at  inadequate  price  by  fraud,  sale  set  aside,  130. 

becoming  purchaser  unknown  to  principal  sale  set  aside,  131. 

contract  to  pay  commission  on  effortless  sale  upheld,  132. 

may  be  required  to  make  sale  to  earn  commission,  133,  136. 

selling  for  less  than  authorized  not  entitled  to  commission,  134. 

selling  for  $1,500,  after  asking  lower  terms,  unauthorized,  135. 

sale  by  one  of  rival,  ends  contract  with  others,  137. 

whether  entitled  to  commission  for  both  auction  and  private  sale  a 

question  for  the  jury,  138. 
selling  property  acquired  from  principal  liable  for  profit,  130. 
authorized  to  sell  without  written  authority,  140. 
second  selling  to  client  of  first,  latter  not  entitled  to  commission,  141. 
sale  by  owner  before  sale  by  bars  commission,  142. 
acquiescence  in  disagreement  bars  commission,  143. 
selling  for  cash  on  execution  of  deed,  144. 
selling  contract  of  sale  entitled  to  commission,  145. 
to  recover  commission  for  sale  of  public  land  must  show  what,  146. 
failing   to   sell    customer,   owner   succeeding,   broker   not  entitled   to 

commission,  148. 
effecting  an  exchange  entitled  to  commission,  150. 
effecting   exchange,    though    other    property    substituted,    entitled  :  to 

commission,  151. 
entitled  to  commission  where  principal  receives  good  title  in  exchange, 

152. 
,  ,  must  show  customer  able  to  make  exchange  to  .earn  cQmmissioQ,.153. 
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to  recover  commiBsion  for  exch&age  failing  by  defect  in  title  mnst  shoir 

good  faith,  166. 
does  not  earn  oommission  by  irresponsible  customer  to  exchange,  157. 
without  employment  not  entitled  to  commission  for  exchange,  102. 
commission  paid  broker  may  be  recovered  from  party  in  default,  IdS. 
not  liable  for  misrepresentation  made  in  good  faith,  165. 
employed  by  opposite  party,  error  to  prevent  defendant  showing,  166 
who  did  nothing,  owner  making  exchange,  not  entitled  to  commission,  109. 
entitled    to    commission    where   exchange   wrongfully   broken    off    by 

principal,  170. 
for  commission,  has  no  interest  or  title  in  properties  exchanged,  172. 
when  oAer  to  pay  does  not  show  employment  of,  173. 
agreement  to  wait  for  earned  commission  without  consideration,  174. 
effecting  exchange  entitled  to  conmiission,  though  terms  changed  by 

parties,  175. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  exchange  defeated  by  lease,  177. 
interfering  not  entitled  to  commission  for  effecting  exchange,  178. 
not  entitled   to  commission   where   exchange   defeated  by  failure  to 

furnish  abstract  of  title,  179. 
entitled  to  commission  when  purchaser  can  give  title  to  property  la 

exchange,  180. 
not  entitled  to  commission  for  mistake  in  describing  property,  181. 
not  entitled  to  commission  on  failure  of  conditional  agreement,  182. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  misrepresentation  defeated  exchange 

183. 
effecting   exchange   for   amount   to  boot,  entitled   to   commission   on 

whole  value,  185. 
entitled  to  commission  on  effecting  binding  contract  of  exchange,  186^ 
entitled  to  commission  on  producing  one  willing  to  exchange,  188. 
failing  to  consummate  exchange,  proof  necessary  to  recover  oommissioiiy 

189. 
earns  commission  when  both  parties  agree  on  terms  of  exchange,  191. 
right  to  commission  not  affected  by  failure  of  one  party  to  perform,  192. 
right  to  commission  defeated  by  failure  to  secure  transfers  in  exchange, 

193. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  party  shows  bad  faith,  195. 
value  of  services  of  in  negotiating  leases,  196. 

right  to  commission  for  negotiating  lease,  what  does  not  defeat,  197. 
to  sell  securing  contract  to  lease  does  not  earn  commission,  198. 
charge  properly  refused  that  no  leases  are  made  without,  201. 
of  lessee  secretly  securing  renewal  to  himself,  holds  as  trustee,  203. 
entitled  to  commission  for  securing  lessee,  204. 
fo  earn  commission  must  negotiate  lease  his  principal  can  perform, 

204a. 
Mcuring  tenant's  waiver  of  privil^pe  of  renewal  Mnds  principal^ 
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employed  to  collect  rents,  not  entitled  to  comml salon  for  securing  leas^ 

207. 
for  tenant  has  no  claim  on  lessor  for  commission,  208. 
to  secure  lessee  not  entitled  to  commission  for  option,  209. 
in  action  by  for  commission,  owner  can  show  lease  to  another,  210. 
bound  by  first  claim  for  commission  and  cannot  increase  amount,  211. 
securing  lease  for  five  years,  sale  at  second,  loses  remaining  commission, 

212. 
oral  assent  to  subletting  unavailing  where  forbidden,  213. 
contract  with  ended,  lease  by  owner,  not  entitled  to  commission,  214. 
bringing  about  a  sale  or  lease  entitled  to  commission,  216,  491. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  sale  of  lease  frustrated  by  lessor,  210. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  lessor  refused  to. make  lease,  216a. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  lease  to  highest  bidder,  and  broker 

preventing,  217. 
to  secure  lease  for  eight  years,  must  do  so  to  earn  commission,  220. 
secret  understanding  of  with  tenant  does  not  afi'cct  principal,  221. 
one  employing  to  obtain  loan  liable  for  commission,  222. 
to  be  paid  commission  from  proceeds,  not  entitled  where  loan  refused 

for  bad  title,  223. 
does  not  earn  commission  where  lender  refused  to  consummate  loan,  224. 
not  entitled  to  commission  for  securing  conditional  loan,  225. 
to  recover  commission  for  loan  must  show  on  same  terms,  226. 
held  entitled  to  commission  for  procuring  loan,  226a. 
reasonable  value  of  services  in  procuring  loan  may  be  shown,  22& 
liable  for  loss  of  loan  on  insutficient  security,  229. 
bound  to  make  good  money  lost  through  his  negligence,  230,  349. 
for  seller  obtaining  loan  to  buyer,  not  entitled  to  commission  from 

latter,  232. 
BEAL  ESTATE  AGENCY  Barney  nE. .  J.2Iito 

procuiing  loan  for  less  accepted,  entitled  to  commission,  233,  429. 
entitled  to  comoqission  on  finding  lender,  234. 
barred  commission  for  not  reporting  loan,  235,  431. 
in  action  for  commission  not  necessary  to  prove  tender,  236. 
agency  in  making  loan,  237. 
release  of  judgment  by,  238. 

authority  to  provide  mortgage  for  loan  confined  to  land  designated,  239. 
entitled  to  commission   where  lender   refused   after   principal,   cured 

defect  in  title,  to  make  loan,  240. 
charging  more,  entitled  to  statutory  commission  for  loan,  241. 
entitled  to  commission  for  procuring  loan,  though  principal  refused 

to  take,  242. 
to  whom  borrower  paid  commission  his  agent,  243. 
not  agent  of  lender  by  money  in  bank  subject  to  his  check,  244. 
■ot  entitled  to  commission  where  owner  himself  secures  loan,  245. 
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failing  to  secure  lOan,  principal  securing  from  same  party,  bars  com- 
mission, 247. 

to  examine  title  and  secure  loan,  barred  commission  on  failure  by 
defect  in  title,  248. 

losing  loan  through  wrong  dimensions  bars  commission,  249. 

error  to  grant  judgment  for  full  commission  where  loan  fails,  250. 

verdict  for  procuring  loan  set  aside,  252. 

loan  to  purchaser  on  other  property,  makes  seller's  his  agent,  254. 

agreement  as  to  commission  for  procuring  lease  question  for  jury,  253. 

to  procure  loan  not  authorized  to  collect  principal  or  interest,  255. 

held  agent  of  lender  and  not  af  borrower,  256. 

knowledge  as  to  mortgage  binding  on  principal,  258. 

selling  under  pow*er  in  mortgage,  need  not  inform  mortgagor,  259. 
•       liable  for  loss  in  failing  to  record  mortgage,  260,  349. 

liable  for  loss  from  unpaid  mortgage,  261. 

not  entitled  to  charge  foreclosures  to  principal,  262. 

to  invest  money  confined  to  first  mortgages,  264. 

making   loan,    knowing   of   prior    mortgage,    principal's   subordinated 
thereto,  265. 

whether  taking  mortgage  with  wrong  description  guilty  of  negligence, 
a  question  for  the  jury,  267. 

mortgage,  taken  by  lender  bound  by  fraud  of,  268. 

payment  on  mortgage  to  seller's  broker,  did  not  bind  mortgagee,  269. 

liable  for  negligence  in  failing  to  learn  liability  under  mortgage,  270, 349. 

liable  for  loss  in  taking  mortgage  on  other  and  not  on  land  sold,  271, 340. 

securing  conditional  sale  of  mortgage,  not  consummated,  not  entitled 
to  commission,  272. 

fraud  of  in  appropriating  money  to  pay  off  mortgages  273,  314. 

failure  of  purchaser  to  execute  mortgage,  barred  commission,  274,  556. 

deprived  of  commission  when  bonds  declared  illegal,  276. 

selling  bonds  entitled  to  commission  on  procuring  buyer  on  terms  pre- 
scribed, 277. 

not  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  of  bonds  on  buyer  withdrawing,  278. 

delivering  bends  without  disclosing  principal  liable  if  void,  270. 

selling  bonds  in  good  faith   not   liable  to   trust  estate  because  sale 
illegal,  280. 

authority  to  village  to  sell  bonds,  includes  authority  to  employ,  281. 

has  lien  on  securities  in  his  hands  for  commission,  283. 

has  lien  for  fees  on  funds  in  hands  to  loan,  284. 

in  absence  of  contract  has  no  lien  on  funds  or  securities  of  principal,  285. 

where  has  lien,  it  exists  only  so  long  as  he  holds  property,  286. 

lien  confined  to  securities  affected,  287. 

has  no  lien  for  loan  on  trust  estate,  288. 

taking  excess  for  fee,  releasing  lien  falls  on  principal,  289. 

duty  of  to  employer  and  others,  290. 
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concealment  and  its  effect  upon  rights,  291. 

conduct  of,  302. 

making  contract  in  excess  of  authority  binds  himself,  307,  307b. 

failure  of  to  report  offer,  312. 

false  representations,  313. 

fraud  of  agent  against  principal,  314. 

fraud  of  agent  against  third  persons,  315. 

fraud  of  principal  against  agent,  317. 

fraud  of  third  persons  against  agent,  318. 

debatable  acts  not  constituting  fraud,  320. 

selling  his  own  property  to  principal  set  aside,  321. 

when  he  is  and  when  not  liable  for  interest,  322.  , 

obtaining  interest  hostile  to  principal,  323,  382. 

improyement  of  property  beyond  authority  of,  324. 

neglecting  to  place  insurance  on  property  liable,  325. 

selling  without  express  agreement,  entitled  to  commission,  328nL 

to  sell  cannot  grant  license  to  cut  timber,  330. 

authority  construed  to  contract  to  sell  but  not  to  convey,  337a. 

buying  land-warrants  liable  for  value  of  land,  338. 

not  liable  for  mutual  mistake  as  to  power,  341. 

to  sell  can  take  nothing  but  money,  342. 

has  no  right  to  receive  Mexican  money,  343. 

when  he  need  not  tell  principal  what  land  sold  for,  344. 

knowing  defect  in  principal's  title,  cannot  himself  acquire,  845. 

guilty  of  negligence  barred  commission,  346. 

contract  of  brokerage  not  set  aside  for  fraud,  348. 

departing  from  instructions,  liable,  350. 

when  not  liable  for  loss  on  forged  note,  351. 

when  not  authorized  to  collect  note,  352. 

having  note,  maker  may  pay  him,  353. 

has  no  power  to  receive  payments  on  note  before  due,  354. 

to  collect  interest,  has  no  power  to  collect  principal,  355. 

doing  all  business  for  principal  may  collect  note  356. 

debtor  should  see  that  broker  has  security,  357. 

for  revocation,  no  sale  made,  entitled  to  nominal  damages,  358. 

how  notice  to  bind  principal  must  be  given,  359. 

on  finding  customer  to  buy,  must  give  principal  notice,  360. 

to  make  a  written  cannot  make  oral  contract,  363. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  contract  not  conformable  to  authority* 

363a. 
under  oral  authority,  cannot  bind  by  written  covenants,  364. 
entitled  to  commission  where  purchaser  postpones  purchase,  365. 
advancing  the  consideration  takes  deed  absolutely,  368. 
principal  taking  land  in  lieu  of  cash,  broker  entitled  to  commissioili 
369,  376. 
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when  principal  pitying  one,  not  further  liable,  370. 

pool  to  divide  oommisBion  between  brokers  bars  oommisBion,  371. 

to  make  repairs,  has  no  power  to  make  permanent  improvements,  372. 

cannot  retain  commission  from  purchase  money,  373. 

vendor  refusing  to  sell  liable  for  commission,  374. 

vendor  refusing  to  sell,  when  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  375. 

refused  land  for  commission,  may  take  cash,  377. 

when  not  entitled  to  conmiission  in  cash,  378. 

release  by  one,  left  other  entitled  to  half  of  remaining  land,  379. 

release  of  vendee  did  not  deprive  broker  of  commission,  380. 

to  collect  rent  not  authorized  to  employ  broker  to  sell,  381. 

acting  in  bad  faith,  required  to  refund  commission,  323,  382. 

receipt  by,  signed  as  agent,  binds  individually,  383. 

giving  receipt  in  name  of  principal,  purchaser  must  look  to  latter,  384, 

642b. 
giving  receipt  in  name  of  principal,  when  may  be  sued  for  money,  642e. 
when  receipt  given  in  name  of  principal  purchaser  ma^  recall  money,  385. 
to  collect  rent,  cannot  pay  therefrom  debt  of  principal,  386. 
to  collect  rent  must  apply  proceeds  as  directed  by  principal,  387. 
acting  in  interest  of  cthevs,  not  entitled  to  share  in  transaction  for 

principal,  388. 
buying  property,  not  entitled  to  commission  for  its  sale,  389,  389a, 

389b,  389c. 
liable  for  fraud  of  sub-agent,  390. 

deprived  of  commission  by  concealment  of  sub-agent,  391. 
sub-agent  exceeding  authority  defeats  commission,  392. 
principal  not  liable  to  sub^agent,  303. 
not  liable  for  poor  sale  by  sub-agent,  394. 
sub-agent  entitled  to  one-half  commission,  396. 
contract  with  sub-agent  binding,  when,  397. 
one  employing  liable  for  commission,  398. 
secretly  learning  price,  etc.,  does  not  earn  commission,  399. 
secretly  representing  both  parties  bars  commission,  400. 
vendor  acts  in  bad  faith  by  paying  commission  to  purchaser's  broker,  401. 
required  to  exercise  skill  of  calling,  402. 
may  be  responsible  for  sufficiency  of  security,  403. 
must  account  to  principal  for  money  received,  404. 
for  seller,  member  of  purchasing  syndicate,  bars  commission,  405. 
giving  names  of  syndicate,  when  sale  by  owner  bars  commission,  406. 
tenants  in  common  jointly  liable  for  commission,  407. 
selling  lower  than  authorized  bars  commission,  408. 
cannot  vary  terms  of  authority,  409. 

selling  for  all  cash  complies  with  authority  for  half -cash,  410. 
to  sell  for  half-cash  and  time,  cannot  sell  for  all  cash,  410 
mnderstating  price  obtainable  liable  to  principal  for  loss,  412a. 
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fraudulent  acts  of  may  giye  rise  to  action  of  tort,  414. 

unauthorized  negotiations  not  ratified  by  sale  by  owner,  41ft. 

accepting  valuation  from  buyer  binds  principal,  416. 

presumption  after  revocation  that  he  acts  for  purchaser,  421. 

entitled  to  commission  on  quantity  contracted  for,  423,  428a 

interfering  in  another's  transaction,  424. 

agreeing  to  look  to  purchaser  for  commission,  425. 

to  purchase  not  entitled  to  commission  from  seller,  425a. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  saJe  at  less  than  fixed  price,  426. 

not  entitled  to  commission  as  contract  not  a  lease,  427. 

not  deprived  of  commission  for  immaterial  variance  in  descriptioa, 

428,  428a. 
to  procure  loan  entitled  to  commission  on  finding  lender,  430. 
negotiating  with  two,  sale  to  one  bars  commission,  432. 
not  entitled  to  commission  when  sale  void  by  statute,  433. 
entitled  to  commission  where  principal  refuses  to  appraise,  434. 
purchaser  who  knew  length  of  lot  barred  commission  of,  435. 
where  vendor  repudiates  tender  not  necessary,  436. 
unsuccessful  with  F.,  owner  selling  to  him  and  others  bars  commission, 

437. 
not  entitled  to  commission  where  party  to  execute  does  not  show  good 

faith,  438. 
unless  exclusive  not  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  by  another,  439. 
entitled  on  sale  by  owner  to  commission  on  share  of  two  tenants  in 

common,  440. 
preventing  competitive  bidding  not  entitled  to  commission,  441. 
in  not  charge  commissions  to  beneficiaries,  442. 
Lerfering  with  negotiations  of  another,  444. 
arst  who  succeeds  is  entitled  to  commission,  445. 
who  was  procuring  cause  of  sale  entitled  to  commission,  446. 
effect  upon  right  to  commission  by  break  in  continuity,  447. 
effect  upon  rigbt  to  commission  by  break  in  sequence,  448. 
not  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  by  principal  uninfluenced  bybroker, 

454. 
excess  in  price  as  compensation,  456. 
failure  to  sell,  457,  543. 
failure  to  consummate  contract  of  sale,  458. 
entitled  to  commission  in  stock  of  insurance  company,  468. 
not  entitled  to  full  commission  until  price  paid,  470. 
not  informing  principal  of  customer  defeats  commission,  471. 
knowledge  by  that  principal  owns  part  does  not  defeat  commission,  472. 
litigation  by  third  parties  does  not  defeat  commission,  473. 
methods  of  earning  commission  by,  474. 
not  required  to  prepare  contract  of  purchase,  474a. 
as  middleman  may  recover  from  each  party,  475. 
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not  entitled  to  coDunission  for  sale  of  mines  not  within  the  descrip* 

tion^  470. 
modification  not  assented  to  by  does  not  defeat  commission,  477. 
modification  in  his  presence  did  not  affect  right  to  commission,  478. 
modification  by  performing  other  services  modifies  ri^^t  to  commission, 

479. 
agreeng  to  take  stock  for  commission  can  not  recover  in  money,  480. 
does  not  take  excess  on  net  price  to  owner,  4"', 
selling  at  net  price  not  entitled  to  commission,  482. 
entitled  to  commission  en  note  for  excess,  on  default  of  vendor,  483. 
entitled  to  excess  as  commission  from  first  payment,  484. 
when  owner  changed  gross  to  net  price,  liable  for  commission,  485. 
commissions  computed  on  actual  sum  received,  486. 
commissions  not  defeated  because  nominal  is  not  the  real  purchaser, 

487. 
entitled  to  commission  where  failure  not  caused  by  his  fault,  488. 
whether  neither  principal  nor  broker  effecting  sale  knew  of  another's 

negotiations  latter  barred  commission,  489. 
entitled  to  commission  where  principal  sells  before  time  expires,  400. 
reporting  offer  of  $16,000  instead  of  $15,000  did  not  deprive  of  com- 
mission, 491. 
oral  followed  by  written  contract  to  sell  land  entitled  to  commission,  492. 
entitled  to  commission  for  sale  of  four  houses,  not  entitled  to  propor- 
tionate for  one,  493. 
entitled  to  commission  for  sale  of  lots,  not  entitled  to  same  rate  for 

large  body  of  land,  494. 
nromised  commission  for  selling  part,  entitled  to  same  rate  for  all, 

495. 
who  failed  to  sell  all  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  by  owner  of  part 

to  customer,  496. 
share  of  profits  on  sale  through  sub-agent,  497. 
commis^on  payable  on   sale  and  not  on  collection  of  deferred  pay* 

ments,  498. 
commission  due  when  contract  made  with  produced  purchaser,  499. 
entitled  to  commission  on  actual  payments  by  defaulting  vendee,  500^ 

506. 
limited    to    commission   on    $1,000,    though    property    later    sold    for 

$12,500,  500a. 
right  to  commission  not  defeated  because  to  be  paid  from    purchase 

money,  501. 
.  principal  liable  for  commission  on  sale  at  lower  price,  unless  fixed 

required,  502. 
where  principal  agreed  to  pay  on  receipt  of  price,  not  entitled  bd* 

fore,  503.. 
commission  usually  payable  on  completion  of  transaction,  604. 
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entitled   to   commission    though    purchaser,  pays   more   than   he   au- 
thorized, 505. 

cases  in  which  held  not  procuring  cause  of  sale,  507. 

entitled  to  commission  where  sale  frustrated  through  failure  to  par- 
tition, 508. 

partial  performance  entitled  neither  to  commission  nor  on  a  quantum 
meruitf  509. 

in  charge  of  real  estate  securing  tenant  entitled  to  recover  on  qudn* 
turn  meruit,  510. 

on  principal  selling  for  less  than  agreed  price,  entitled  to  recover  on  a 
quantum  meruit,  511,  512. 

in  absence  of  express  contract  broker  procuring  purchaser  may  recover 
on  a  quantum  meruit,  513. 

in   absence   of   fixed   rate   measure   of   commission    value   of   servico 
rendered,  513a. 

demand  of  $10,000  to  release  lien  defeated  claim  for  commission,  514. 

first  entitled  to  commission  by  second's,  relinquishment,  515. 

if  authority  to  secure  purchaser   revocable,   finding  after  bars  com- 
mission, 516. 

if  customer  reserves  right  to  withdraw  if  title  bad,  when  exerci8«*d 
bars  commission,  517,  534. 

unless  exclusive  rival  not  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  by  another,  518. 

and  sub-agent  similar  in  relations  to  principal  and  agent,  510. 

sub-agent  entitled  to  share  of  commission  though  he  violated  instruc- 
tions, 520. 

liable  to  sub-agent  though  property  on  sale  found  not  to  belong  to 
vendor,  520a. 

8ub-agent  entitled  to  commission  for   sale  made  after   revocation  of 
authority,  521. 

sub-agent  not  entitled  to  commission  for  sale  at  reduced  price,  524. 

sub-agent  entitled   to  commission  though   he  failed  to  give  name  of 
purchaser,  525. 

selling  to  railroad  instead  of  to  syndicate,  entitled  to  commission,  526. 

entitled  to  commission  though  sale  other  than  contemplated,  527. 

right  to  commission  not  afTected  by  owner's  suppositions,  528. 

erroneous  advice  as  to  liability  defeated  right  to  commission,  520. 

failing  to  name  purchaser  in  telegram  does  not  defeat  commission,  530. 

where  vendor  sought  to  vary  terms  and  purchaser  refused  to  take, 
broker  entitled  to  commission,  531. 

entitled   to   commission    on    bringing   parties    together,    though    ihey 

contract  on  different  terms,  532.  , 

on  making  sale,  defect  in  title  does  not  deprive  of  commission,  533. 
to  have  part  of  profit,  on  sale  failing  by  defect  in  title  not  entitled  to 
commission,  535. 

payment  of  commission  to,  may  depend  on  transfer  of  title,  536. 
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not  entitled  to  commission  where  sale  defeated  hj  supposed  defect  ia 
title,  637. 

entitled  to  commission  on  producing  buyer,  whether  principal  or 
another  holds  title,  538. 

sale  defeated  by  want  of  title,  which  he  knew,  not  entitled  to  com- 
mission, 539. 

ignorance  of  contract  by  holder  of  record  title  did  not  defeat  right 
to  commission,  540. 

where  sale  failed  by  dispute  over  taxes  barred  commission,  541. 

entitled  to  commission  where  sale  failed  after  memorandum  contract 
signed,  542. 

m 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  unavailing  efforts  to  make  a  sale,  54S. 
to  entitle  to  commission  for  sale  negotiations  must  be  uninterrupted, 

544. 
undisclosed  agreement  to  divide  commission  with  purchaser  does  not 

bar  commission,  545. 
not  entitled  to  commission  until  he  has  performed  his  undertaking, 

546. 

■ 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  procuring  contract  subject  to  unau- 
thorized condition,  547. 

procuring  purchaser  for  vested  remainder  on  different  terms  barred 
commission,  548. 

does  not  earn  commission  if  contract  void  if  first  payment  fails,  549. 

variance  in  name  of  ranch  sold  did  not  bar  commission,  550. 

not  entitled  to  commission  for  contract  too  vague  to  enforce,  551. 

withdrawal  of  land  from  sale  entitled  by  contract  to  commission,  552. 

withdrawal  and  sale  by  owner  to  customer  in  good  faith  bars  commis- 
sion, 553. 

principal  paying  commission  to  broker  before  purchaser  withdrawing 
can  not  recover  amount,  554. 

entitled  to  commission  where  sale  failed  because  rights  of  two  heirs 
not  acquired,  555. 

circumstances  under  which  he  earns  commission,  557. 

circumstances  under  which  he  does  not  earn  commission,  558. 

who  acquiesced  in  reduction  of  price,  commission  computed  on  price 
received,  560. 

may  be  the  common  agent  of  both  parties,  578. 

acting  as  a  mere  middleman,  578. 

when  principal  employing  several  may  remain  neutral  as  to  claims  of,  581. 

parol  contract  binds  unnamed  principal,  583. 

to  share  in  profits  of  sales  not  a  partner,  584. 

has  right  of  action  against  defaulting  purchaser  for  lost  commission, 
588. 

has  right  of  action  against  vendee  for  price  paid  for  property,  688a. 

to  measure  land  does  not  sustain  claim  for  selling,  594. 


INDEX.  S41 

[References  are  to  sections.] 

Broker — Continued, 

taking  title  to  land,  principal  may  tender  amonnt  and  demand  deed, 

595. 
when  not  necessary  to  show  vendor  had  a  clear  title,  596. 
without  authority  to  require  owner  to  furnish  abstract  of  title,  597. 
presumed  to  have  contracted  with  reference  to  usage,  599. 
where  authority  must  be  in  writing,  contract  without  unenforceable,  002. 
can  not  recover  commission  when  contract  unenforceable,  603. 
contract  by  unlicensed  unenforceable,  604. 
employment  continues  for  a  reasonable  time,  612,  613. 
principal  admitting  sales,  entitled  to  reasonable  commission,  615a. 
to  recover  commission  on  principal  refusing  purchaser  tender  not  aea* 

essary,  625. 
reasonable  time   immaterial   when   purchaser  found  while  employed* 

614. 
in  absence  of  express  agreement  reasonable  value  of  services  may  be 

recovered,  ^15. 
not  necessary  to  put  principal  in  default  before  suing  for  fees,  617. 
ratification  by  acceptance  of  offer  made  to,  610. 
ratification  cures  defect  in  agent's  appointment,  620. 
ratification  of  appointment  by  principal  executing  contract  with  pur- 
chaser, 621. 
ratification  of  appointment  by  acceptance  of  proceeds,  622. 
where  evidence*  shows  sale  for  less  than  claimed  defendant  can  not 

object,  627. 
must  account  to  principal  for  excess  withheld,  630. 
not  liable  to  principal  for  money  refunded  to  purchaser  en  rejected 

sale,  642a. 
contract  of,  construed  as  promise  to  pay  price  if  not  sold,  1089. 
Brokerage,  equivalent  to  compensation  for  services,  8a. 
Building  material,  builder's  contract,  builder's  loan,  282. 
Burden  of  proof,  examples  of,  51,  57,  314,  321,  464,  705*728c. 
Business,  broker  can  not  require  his  principal  to  |[o  to  place  of,  40,  41. 


California,  contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  590. 

contract  for  the  sale  of  lands  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 
Canal,  erroneous  description  of  land  adjoining,.  59. 
Cancellation  of  contract,  292,  314,  462,  454,  986a. 
Cancellation  of  deed  of  trust,  57. 

Care,  instruction  that  broker  should  exercise  greatest,  962. 
Cash,  18,  41,  121,  144,  292,  814,  828g,  422,  422a,  464,  570»  686. 
Cashier,  328p. 
Caveat  emptor,  52. 
Changes  made.in  contracts^  55. 
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Church  property,  446. 

Circun^Btances  to  show  broker  agent  of  lender,  256. 

Clandestinely  representing  opposite  party,  200. 

Clerks,  301. 

Cloud  on  title  justified  purchaser  not  to  complete  sale,  614. 

Cloud  on  title  by  default  of  purchaser,  656. 

Co-agent,  when  not  bound  by  option,  24,  35,  98. 

Collusion,  296. 

Colorado,  Contract  for  sale  of  lands  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 

Commissions  and  compensation  of  agents  and  brokers,  Pt.  4,  Sec  423-558. 

Commissions,  when  earned. 

under  exclusive  right»  when  sale  by  owner,  only  when  so  provided,  13. 

when  purchaser  procured  before  revocation,  15. 

upon  ratification  of  unauthorized  acts,  24. 

on  sale  of  contract  for  sale  of  real  estate,  28,  145. 

on  sale  of  lots  by  partnership,  37. 

on  acting  openly  and  buying  vendor's  property,  40. 

although  he  gives  part  to  customer,  41. 

on  furnishing  purchaser  as  requested  by  letter,  42. 

on  furnishing  purchaser,  although  contract  ambiguous,  40« 

on  selling  land  for  bank,  50. 

on  sale  by  broker  before  change  made  by  seller,  55. 

on  sale  of  interest  of  tenant  in  common,  64. 

on  sale  on  indirect  information  from  broker,  69a. 

on  securing  option,  83. 

finding  acceptable  purchaser,  84. 

on  customer  exercising  option,  86,  96. 

on  making  sale,  although  principal  held  only  option,  37. 

<^  effecting  sale  of  land,  113. 

when  amount  of  sale  increased  entitled  to  more,  115. 

although  sale  enjoined,  118,  469. 

under  contract  entitled  on  withdrawal  of  land  from  sale,  120. 

allowed  recovery  on  effortless  sale,  132. 

on  effecting  an  exchange  of  lands,  150,  152. 

on  effecting  an  exchange  although  other  property  substituted,  15 L 

when  exchange  wrongfully  broken  off  by  principal,   170. 

on  effecting  exchange  of  lands,  though  terms  changed  by  parties,  176. 

for  effecting  exchange  under  severable  contract,  176. 

for  exchange  when  purchaser  could  give  title  to  property  offered  ia 
exchange,  180. 

for  exchange  for  amount  to  boot,  entitled  to  commission  on  whols 
value,  186. 

on  effebting*  binding  contract  of  exchange,  186. 

on  producing  customer  willing  to  exchange,  188. 

when  both  parties  agree  on  terms  of  exchange  of  landSy  19L 

although  one  party  to  exchange  failed,  to  perform,  192. 
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lor  lease,  with  privilege  of  purchase,  200. 

for  securing  a  lessee,  204. 

for  bringing  about  a  sale  or  lease,  215,  491. 

for  procuring  a  loan,  226a. 

for  procuring  a  loan  for  a  less  amount  which  is  accepted,  233,  429. 

on  finding  a  lender,  234,  430. 

where  lender  refused  after  principal  cured  defect  in  title  to  make  the 

loan,  240. 
charging  more,  entitled  to  statutory  fee,  241. 
for  procuring  loan,  though  principal  refused  to  take,  242. 
on  securing  buyer  for  bonds,  277. 

on  openly  and  in  good  faith  purchasing  principal's  property,  290. 
for  finding  purchaser  though   principal  previously  but  in  bad  faith 

sold  to  another,  302. 
on  procuring  purchaser  on  owner's  terms,  313. 
although  purchaser  postpones  purchase,  365. 
although  principal  takes  land  in  lieu  of  cash,  369,  370. 
although  vendor  refuses  to  sell,  374. 
refused  land  for  commission  may  take  cash,  377. 
release  by  one  left  other  entitled  to  half  of  remaining  land,  379. 
although  owner  refused  to  convey,  374a. 
release  of  vendee  by  vendor  did  not  affect,  380. 
sub-agent  entitled  to  one-half  commissions,  39G. 
entitled  to  commission  on  quantity  contracted  for,  423,  423a. 
computed  on  actual  price  received,  660. 

notwithstanding  immaterial  variance  in  description,  428,  428a. 
where  principal  refuses  to  appraise,  434. 
on  sale  by  owner  on  share  of  two  tenants  in  common,  440. 
first  broker  who  succeeds  entitled  to,  445. 
broker  who  was  procuring  cause  of  sale  entitled  to,  446. 
entitled  to  in  stock  of  insurance  company,  468. 
on  forfeited  payments  made  by  defaulting  purchaser,  462,  600,  506. 
not  entitled  to  full  commission  until  price  paid,  470. 
as  middleman  may  recover  from  each  principal,  475. 
modification  in  broker's  presence  did  not  affect  right  to,  478. 
in  some  jurisdictions  on  sale  at  net  price,  482. 
on  sale  at  net  price  and  note  for  excess  to  broker,  and  default  by 

vendor,  483. 
although  vendor  changed  gross  to  net  price,  485. 
where  failure  of  sale  not  caused  by  his  fault,  488. 
where  principal  sold  before  time  expired,  490. 
where  oral  was  followed  by  written  contract  to  sell  land,  492. 
on  sale  of  part  by  owner  to  customer,  496. 
when  contract  of  exchange  executed,  499a. 
when  actual  transfer  made^  499b. 
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where  nsAe  frustrated  through  failure  to  partition,  508. 

first  entitled  by  second's  relinquishment,  515. 

sub-agent  entitled  to  share  commissions,  523. 

sub-agent  entitled  to  commission  though  he  failed  to  give  the 

of  the  purchaser,  525. 
sale  to  railroad  instead  of  to  syndicate  did  not  deprive  of,  526. 
although  sale  other  than  contemplated,  527. 
not  aflfected  by  owner's  suppositions,  528. 

when  vendor  sought  to  vary  terms  and  purchaser  refused  to  take,  531. 
on  bringing  parties  together  though  they  contract  on  different  terms,  532. 
not  affected  by  defect  in  owner's  title,  533. 

on  producing  buyer,  whether  principal  or  another  holds  the  title,  538. 
although  holder  of  record  title  ignorant  of  contract,  540. 
where  sale  failed  after  memorandum  contract  signed,  542. 
not   affected   by   undisclosed   agreement   to    divide   commissions  with 

purchaser,  545. 
not  affected  by  variance  in  name  of  ranch  sold,  550. 
on  withdrawing  land  from  sale,  552. 

where  sale  failed  because  rights  of  two  heirs  were  not  acquired,  556. 
circumstances  generally  entitling  to,  557. 
for  purchaser  brought  through  advertisement,  561. 
although  agreed  to  divide  with  third  persons,  695a. 
on  sale  by  owner  without  notice  of  revocation,  1110. 
Commissions,  when  not  earned. 

under  exclusive  right  on  sale  by  another,  when  not  so  provided  la 

contract,  13. 
obtaining  price  of  land  from  owner  insufficient,  17,  70. 
acting  under  authority  from  one  executor  only,  34. 
concealing  name  of  real  and  putting  forward  fictitious  purchaser,  4L 
where  owner  forced  to  join  joint  owner  in  sale,  42,  125. 
for  contingent  sale  which  failed,  54. 
where  counter-proposition  not  an  acceptance,  56. 
when  vendor  refused  to  give  warranty  deed,  67. 
indirect  acts  of  broker  ineffectual,  69. 
securing  a  mere  option  instead  of  a  sale,  86. 
for  sale  under  an  option,  92. 
to  procure  loan,  not  entitled  for  option,  93. 
for  options  withdrawn  before  contract,  96. 
for  unexercised  option,  101. 
for  securing  only  part  of  options,  103. 
for  a  nominal  sale,  116. 

when  failure  caused  by  no  fault  of  principal,  122. 
foe  sale  by  wrong  description,   123,   181. 
selling  below  authorized  price,   134. 
second  selling  to  client  of  first,  latter  not  entitled,  141. 
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■ale  by  owner  before  that  by  broker,  142. 
aequieflcenoe  by  broker  in  disagreement,  143. 
effecting  exchange  with  irresponsible  customer,  157. 
effecting  an  exchange  without  employment, .  162. 
broker  did  nothing,  owner  making  exchange,  lll9. 
exchange  defeated  by  existence  of  lease,  177. 
exchange  defeated  by  failure  to  furnish  abstract  of  title,  )70* 
effecting  exchange  by  interfering,  178. 
on  failure  of  conditional  agreement,  182. 
where  misrepresentation  defeated  exchange,  183. 
failure  of  exchange  by  reason  of  encroachments,  187. 
failure  to  secure  transfers  in  exchange,  193. 
where  party  to  exchange  shows  bad  faith,  195. 
broker  to  sell  securing  one  willing  to  lease,  198. 
for  securing  lease,  when  employed  to  collect  rents,  207; 
broker  for  tenant  has  no  claim  on  lessor,  208. 
to  secure  lessee  not  entitled  for  option,  209. 

securing  lease  for  five  years,  sale  at  second,  loses  remaining  commis- 
sion, 212. 
after  revocation  on  lease  to  customer  by  owner,  214. 
where  sale  of  lease  defeated  by  lessor's  refusing  to  assign,  210. 
for  preventing  lease  to  highest  bidder,  217. 
when  payable  from  proceeds,  and  loan  refused  for  bad  title,  223. 
where  lender  refused  to  consummate  loan,  224. 
for  securing  conditional  loan,  225. 

loan  by  seller  to  buyer,  latter  not  liable  to  former's  broker,  232. 
for  failure  to  report  loan,  235,  431. 
where  owner  himself  procures  loan,  246. 

broker  failing  to  secure  loan,  and  owner  securing  from  same  party,  247. 
broker  to  examine  title  and  secure  loan,  on  failure  by  defect  in  title,  248. 
losing  loan  through  wrong  dimeQsions,  249. 
conditional  sale  of  mortgage  not  consummated,  272. 
on  bonds  being  declared  illegal,  276. 
on  buyer  withdrawing  from  sale  of  bonds,  278. 
for  concealing  important  information  from  principal,  201, 
making  contract  in  excess  of  authority,  307c. 
sale  by  owner  after  abandonment  by  broker,  292. 
for  sham  sale  through  oolluaion,  296. 
where  broker  really  represented  opposing  party,  295. 
where  sale  deceitfully  made,  298. 

where  broker  acts  fraudulently  with  his  principal,  314. 
when  broker  is  guilty  of  negligence,  346. 
when  brokers  make  pool  to  divide  commission,  371. 
on  vendor  refusing  to  sell,  in  absence  of  custom  to  contrary,  376. 
baying  property  not  entitled  on  its  sale,  389,  389a,  389b,  389c 
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by  wrongful  concealment  by  sub-agent,  391. 

by  sub-agent  exceeding  his  authority,  392. 

secretly  learning  price  and  sending  buyer,  399. 

secretly  representing  both  parties,  400. 

broker  member  of  purchasing  syndicate,  405. 

sale  by  owner  before  syndicate  formed,  406. 

selling  at  lower  price  than  authorized,  408. 

failing  to  disclose  best  terms  to  principal,  412. 

for  interfering  in  auother  transaction,  424. 

for  a  sale  at  less  than  fixed  price,  426. 

contract  secured  not  a  lease,  427. 

broker  negotiating  with  two,  sale  by  owner  to  one,  432. 

for  sale  void  by  statute,  433. 

for  shortage  in  length,  when  purchaser  who  defaulted  knew  the  fact,  435. 

broker  unsuccessful  with  F.,  owner  selling  to  him  and  another,  437. 

where  party  to  execute  sale  shows  bad  faith,  438. 

unless  exclusive  on  sale  by  another  broker,  439. 

broker  preventing  competitive  bidding,  441. 

can  not  charge  to  beneficiaries,  442. 

by  break  in  continuity  of  broker's  negotiations,  447. 

by  break  in  sequence,  448. 

sale  by  principal,  uninfluenced  by  broker,  454. 

failure  to  consummate  contract  of  sale,  458. 

by  default  of  purchaser,  462,  556. 

not  informing  principal  of  customer,  471. 

on  making  a  sale  at  net  price,  482. 

where  neither   principal   nor   other  broker   knew   of   negotiations  of 

broker,  489. 
employed  to  sell  four  houses,  not  entitled  to  same  proportion  for  one,  493. 
where  not  the  procuring  cause  of  sale,  507. 
where  customer  exercises   reserved  right  to  withdraw  for  bad  title, 

517,  534. 
where  broker  to  have  part  of  profit,  on  sale  failing  by  defect  in  title,  535. 
where  sale  defeated  by  supposed  defect  in  title,  537. 
sale  defeated  by  want  of  title,  which  broker  knew,  539. 
where  sale  failed  by  dispute  over  taxes,  541. 
by  unavailing  efforts  to  effect  a  sale,  543. 

procuring  buyer  for  vested  remainder  on  different  terms,  548. 
if  sale  to  be  void  if  first  payment  fails,  549. 
for  contract  too  vague  for  enforcement,  551. 
by  withdrawal  and  sale  in  good  faith  by  owner,  553. 
circumstances  under  which  not  earned,  558. 
by  waiver  of  right,  560. 
where  contract  of  sale  unenforceable,  603. 
when  law  of  place  of  performance  governs  as  to,  1129. 
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Commissions  or  compensation. 

broker  entitled  to  reas6nable,  615,  616. 

in  estimating  on  exchanges,  actual  and  not  trade  values  govern,  149« 

paid  broker  may  be  recovered  from  party  in  default,  163,  382,  664^ 

methods  of  earning,  474. 

whether  additional  promised  a  question  for  jury,  918. 
Common  counts,  314,  631,  704a. 

Competing  purchasers,  broker  not  necessarily  guilty  in  representing,  320. 
Competition,  preventing,  441. 
Complaint    See  PsrinoiT  ob  Complaint. 

Completion  of  transaction,  commission  usually  payable  upon,  604. 
Computation  of  commissions  made  on  actual  sum  received,  486,  560. 

as  agreed  upon,  423a. 
Computing  commission,  mortgage  treated  as  part  of  purchase  price,  275. 
Compromise,  765. 
Conditional  agreements,  40,  44,  182,  225,  458,  517,  558. 

sale  of  mortgage,  272. 
Conditions  precedent,  45,  470,  557,  570,  587. 

Concealment,  41,  222,  291,  299,  314,  315,  318,  320,  382,  391,  487,  558,  683. 
Concealed  principal.    See  Undisclosed  Pbincipal. 
Conduct  of  broker,  302. 
Conformity,  568. 

Constructions.    See  Judicial  CoNSTBUcnoNS  and  Intebpbbtations. 
Consent,  17,  51,  200,  1036,  314,  567. 
Consolidation  of  interests  not  a  sale,  66. 
Continuity  broken,  and  its  effects,  447. 
Contractual  relations.    As  to  insufficiency  of  acts  to  establish,  69. 

information  not  establishing,  70. 
Connivance,  182. 
Consummation  of  sale,  lease  loan,  exchange,  mortgage,  119,  156,  189^  218, 

224,  233,  272,  375,  433,  449,  458,  482,  570. 
Contingency,  54,  780. 
Contract  of  sale,  to  set  aside,  130,  151,  295,  321. 

deed  treated  as  a,  57. 

entire  or  severable,  67. 

if  fails  by  defect  in  title  may  deprive  broker  of  commission,  I£. 

coupled  with  an  interest,  16. 

in  excess  of  authority  does  not  bind  principal,  18. 

special  for  sale  of  real  estate,  17. 

unilateral,  20,  397. 
Contract,  must  be  based  upon  a  consideration,  19,  21. 

repudiation  or  rescission  of,  23. 

ratification  of,  24. 

personal,  promise  by  administrator  to  broker,  34. 
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Contract,  conditional,  44,  65. 

agent  varying  terms  of  not  entitled  to  commission,  4L 

condition  precedent  to  taking  effect,  46. 

effect  of  death  of  principal  or  agent,  46. 

ambiguous,  construction  given  to,  49. 

changes  in,  65. 

not  that  of  the  owner,  66. 

failure  of  vendor  to  re-execute,  73. , 

to  divide  commissions  must  be  in  writing,  79. 

agent  may  be  authorized  by  parol  to  make  lease  or  sale  of  real  prop- 
erty, 79a. 

for  sale  of  lands  in  certain  Stat^  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 

with  another,  telegram  should  reach  principal  before,  81. 

to  .take  beyond  net  ^rice  for  commission  an  agepcy  and  not  an  option, 
82. 

exercise  of  option  revokes  agency,  89. 

to  sell,  etc,  a  mere  option,  90. 

sale  by  owner,  subject  to  option,  not  a  breach  of,  91. 
.  princifMil  liable  to  action  for  breach  of,  36,  42,  102,  563,  299,  572. 

what  is  not  a  breach  of,  37« 

of  exchange  of  lands,  subject  to  encroachments,  a  mere  option,  97. 

when  petition  shows  no  breach  of,  636. 

can  not  recover  on  proof  of  substituted,  638. 

of  sale  may  be  established  by  circumstantial  evidence,  114. 

prima  facie  evidence  of  readiness  to  buy,  117. 

exchange  prima  fade  evidence  of  title,  190. 

to  pay  broker  for  effortless  sale  upheld,  132. 

may  require  a  sale  to  entitle  broker  to  commission,  133. 

without  special,  what  required  of  broker  to  find  a  purchaser,  136. 

ended  by  a  sale  by  one  of  rival  brokers,  137. 

of  sale,  broker  selling  and  vendee  refusing  to  assign,  146. 

agreement  to  plat  and  sell,  etc.,  147. 

of  exchange,  broker  entitled  to  commission  on  execution  of,  160. 

to  purchase  land  for  exchange,  sufficiency  of,  154. 

to  convey  not  sufficient  to  show  title,  159. 

to  procure  a  purchaser,  160. 

of  exchange,  failure  of  condition,  182. 

held  to  be  severable,  176. 

broker  selling  under  power  in  mortgage  without  notifying  mortgagor 
commits  no  breach  of,  259. 

abandonment  of  by  purchaser,  292. 

abandonment  by  broker,  292. 

in  excess  of  authority  vested  in  broker,  307. 

varying  from  instructions  will  not  be  enforced,  307a. 

in  excess  of  authority  binds  the  broker,  307b. 

illegal,  327. 
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Contract,  of  sale  under  a  general  power,  broker  must  bind  principal  by,  3281. 
of  brokerage  not  set  aside  lor  fraud,  348. 
broker  to  make  written,  can  not  make  oral,  363. 
to  divide  fees  with  sub-agent  becomes  binding  when,  397. 
when  modified,  rights  depend  upon  new,  411. 

for  the  sale  of  real  estate  may  be  established  by  oral  evidence,  419. 
secured  not  a  lease,  and  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  427. 
consummation  of,  449,  468. 

of  sale,  when  invalidity  unavailable  to  defeat  commission,  464. 
by  performance,  466,  667. 
severable,  466. 

failure  of  purchaser  to  carry  out,  400. 
cancellation  of,  462. 
in  excess  of  authority,  468. 
defect  in  title  defeating  commission,  469. 
broker  not  required  to  prepare,  474a. 
oral,  followed  by  written,  to  sell  land  entitles  broker  to  commission, 

492. 
commissions  are  due  when  contract  made  with  purchaser  produced 

by  broker,  499. 
partial  performance  entitles  broker  to  recover  neither  on  contract  nor 

on  a  quantum  meruit,  609. 
in  absence  of  express  broker  producing  purchaser  may  recover  on  a 

quantum  meruit,  613. 
broker  entitled  to  commission  on  bringing  parties  together  though  they 

contract  on  different  terms,  632. 
after   memorandum   contract   signed,   broker   entitled   to   Aommission 

where  principal  refused  to  pay  water  tax,  642. 
in  some  States  recovery  may  be  had  for  partial  perfonmance  of  an 

entire,  646a. 
subject  to  unauthorized  condition,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission 

for  procuring,  647. 
to  be  void  if  first  payment  fails,  broker  does  not  earn  commission,  649. 
withdrawal  of  land  from  sale  entitles  broker  to  commission,  662. 
withdrawal  and  sale  by  owner  to  customer,  in  good  faith,  bars  com- 
mission, 663. 
parol,  binds  unnamed  principal,  683. 
to  pay  commission  on  withdrawing  land  from  sale  strictly  construed, 

686. 
verbal  for  sale  of  land,  no  rights  in  equity  under,  689. 
of  sale  requiring  abstract  of  title  not  within  authority,  697. 
usage  proved,  law  presumes  contract  made  with  reference  thereto,  699. 
where  required  to  be  in  writing,  without  unenforceable,  602. 
where  unenforceable  broker  can  not  recover  commission,  603. 
by  unlicensed  broker  not  absolutely  void,  604. 
hiring  auctioneer  need  not  be  in  writing,  606. 


[Raferences  are  to  sectlona-I 

Oontract,  to  pay  plaintiff  if   defendant  bought  railroad  good  ODly  for  k 
reasonable  time,  013. 

where  unauthorized,  knowledge  of  by  principal  a  prerequisite  to  rati- 
Bcation,  Qii. 

ratification  of,  not  shown  b7  acquieacence  in  without  knowledge,  OlS. 

ratification  shown  by  acceptance  of  offer,  619. 

of  employment,  plaintiff  must  allege,  032b. 

what  broker  must  show  to  recover  on  implied,  T12a. 

to  avoid  issue  must  be  presented  liy  pleadings,  STla. 

between   owner   and  purchaser  not  evidence   that  broker   fonnd  pnt- 
cbaaer,  833a. 

invalid,  instruction  so  stating  misleading,  1002. 

of  sale,  instrument  construed  to  be,  1087. 

when  not  invalid,  1002. 

not  in  violation  of  United  States  land  laws,  1100. 

limited  to  one-half  net  proflta,  1103. 

construed  that  broker  was  to  receive  one-half  net  profits,   1104. 

construed  not  to  be  harsh  or  unreasonable,   HOG. 

construed  to  be  one  of  agency,  HOT. 

construed  to  be  enforceable  against  principal,  1108. 

of  agent  to  sell   land,   not  objectionable   though   not   signed  by  both 
parties,   1109. 

for  benefit  of  third  person  msy  be,  by  him,  enforced,  Itll. 

of  sale,  distinction  drawn  between  consummated  and  unconsunuiiated, 
1113. 

between  brokers  for  division  of  commission  construed,  1114. 

for  commissions,  construction  of,  11  IS. 

held  to  be  severable  and  not  entire,  lllfi. 

construction  defining  employment  of  word  "list,"  1117. 

construction  of.  to  pa;  cs>mmi9sian  to  broker,  HIS. 

eonatru^-ticn  of  particular,   HID,   1120,   1121,   11£S,   1124,    1127,  USB, 
1129. 

when  place  of  performance  of  governs,  1128,  1129. 

when  interpretation  of  for  the  court,  when  a  question  of  fact  for  jury, 
1131. 
Conspiracy  of  broker  and  purchaser  to  defraud  vendor,  SSSn. 

purchaser  nnd  owner  tc  deprive  broker  of  commissions,  862b. 
Counter'proposition,  fifl, 
Co<pperation,  219. 

Correspondence,  18.  24,  42,  79.  237.  564.  64S,  738,  7S7,  S03a,  829m,  1079. 
Corporations,  24.  38,  328n.  468,  674.  1075c. 
Covenants,  43,  239,  364,  417. 
Conveyances,  setting  aside  of,  18,  S7,  672. 
Conversations  as  evidence,  73S,  736,  909a,  B27. 
Coats,  060,  TOOa. 
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Courts,  17,  814,  571,  1066,  1131. 

findings  by,  1048-1053b. 
Credit,  53. 
Creditor  collecting  rent  can  not  pay  therefrom  hia  own  debt,  386. 

failing  to  impeach  conveyance,  151. 
Crops,  486,  500a. 
Consideration,  contract  must  be  based  upon  a,  19. 

agreement  to  wait  for  commission  unsupported  by  a,  174. 

failure  of,  46,  1048. 

moral  obligation  as,  590. 

essential  constituent  of  an  enforceable  contract,  21. 

what  constitutes  valuable,  a  question  of  law,  1007. 

when  the  return  of  must  be  pleaded,  630. 

contract  that  did  not  rest  on  an  immoral,  559. 
Croea-examination,  817,  817a,  817b. 
Cross-petition,  630. 

Custodian  of  contract,  in  absence  of  other  arrangement  broker  is.  557. 
Custom  of  usage,  462,  598,  599,  626,  626a,  746,  764,  1021,  1026. 

D 

Damages^  actions  for,  16,  26,  299,  313,  462. 

error  to  charge  jury  not  bound  by  any  rule  in  fixing,  1013. 

measure  of,  300,  358,  396,  462. 

speculative,  300. 

certain  expenses  not  elements  of,  561. 

See  also  PmrnoN. 

Deals,  455,  771,  820,  967. 
Death,  its  effect  upon  contracts,  15,  34,  46,  456. 

single  letter  insufficient  to  establish  agency  after,  46. 
Debt  of  another^  303. 

Debtor  before  payment  should  see  agent  has  security,  357. 
Decedent,  34. 

Deceit,  41,  298,  321,  607,  1053,  1073. 

Deeds,  15,  18,  24,  33,  39,  43,  57,  90,  144,  159,  161,  163,  290,  291,  292,  311, 
314,  335,  364,  368,  464,  572,  626,  758,  925. 

their  execution  by  agents,  58. 
Defeat  of  broker's  right  to  commissions,  what  effects. 

merely  obtaining  price  from  owner,  and  not  employed,  17. 

purchaser  making  parol  contract  and  repudiating  before  it  is  reduced 

to  writing,  41. 

by  misrepresentations  of  broker,  42,  183. 

by  broker's  mistake  in  describing  land,  181. 

by  failure  of  conditional  agreement,  182. 

by  failure  to  secure  transfers  from  parties  to  exchange,  193. 

sale  frustrated  by  lessor's  refusal  to  assign,  216. 
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Defeat  of  broker'a  right  to  commUakinB,  what  efTecta — Omttmiti. 
where  lender  refused  to  conBnmmate  loan,  £24. 
conditional  loan,  d^eat«d  by  defect  in  title,  22A. 
by  failure  of  purcha«er  to  execute  mortgage,  27i. 
by  breach  of  broker's  duty  to  principal,  290. 
by  negligence  of  broker,  340. 
by  Bub-agent  concealing  fact  from  principal,  S9I. 
by  Bub-agent  exceeding  authority,  S9Z. 
by  secretly  representing  both  partiesi  400. 
broker  a  member  of  purebasing  syndicate,  406. 
broker  making  sale  on  lower  t«rmB  tluui  authorited,  408. 
broker  failing  to  disclose  to  principal  the  beet  term*  obtainable,  4)!, 

412a. 
where  purchaser  who  knew  exact  length  o(  lot  refused  on  tbat  acMrant 

to  Uke,  43C. 
iuBtances  of  defeat  of  broker's  right  to  commksion,  4M. 
by  failure  to  conBuiainat«  contract  of  sale,  45S. 
In  certain  esses  by  failure  of  sale  by  detect  in  title,  469. 
■>n  account  of  Irresponsibility  of  purchaser,  464. 
failure  to  inform  principal  of  customer,  4T1. 
lor  sale  not  within  the  deaeription,  476. 
when  commiESion  payable  from  purcliaee  money,  where  sale  not  made, 

WI. 
by  broker's  erroneous  advice  aa  to   liability  for  sewer  tAx,  629. 
by  demand  of  (10,000  to  release  contract  lien,  614. 
aub-agent  could  not  recover  unlawful  conunlseionB,  622. 
Z>efeat  of  broker's  right  to  commissiona.  what  does  not  effect. 

sale  by  owner  to  one  with  wbom  broker  bad  begun  negotiations,  16. 

refusal  of  wife  to  join  In  deed  of  eonveyance,  89. 

although  principal  beld  only  an  option  at  time  of  saie,  87. 

that  customer  doM  not  own  land,  when  he  has  a  contfvct  for  Its  pnr- 

chase,  164. 
by  lessor's  arbitrarily  refusing  to  accept  lease,  IBT. 
by  principal  refusing  to  take  loan,  242. 

by  principal  aetling  to  another  after  broker  haB  a  cnstomer,  302. 
by  immaterial  Tsrisnce  in  the  description,  428,  428a. 
instancea  which  did  not  defeat  broker's  right  to  eommiBBions,  464. 
selling  a  portion  instead  of  whole  tract,  468. 
payment  cf  forfeiture  held  equivalent  to  performance,  462. 
on  making  contract,  which  is  accepted,  although  purchaser  turn*  out 
to  be  irresponsible.  464. 
litigation  Instituted  by  third  persons.  473. 
by  modification  not  assented  to  by  broker,  477. 
1^  modification  Iiy  owner  in  broker's  presence,  478. 
broker  failing  to  disclose  that  nominal  Ib  not  the  real  pnrebaaer,  <ST- 
repoptiug  offer  of  916,000  instead  of  116.000,  401. 
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Defeat  of  broker's  right  io  eommissions,  what  does  not  effect — ContifyuetL 

because  to  be  paid  from  purchase  money,  and  sale  failed,  601. 

failing  to  name  purchaser  in  telegram  to  owner,  530. 

if  purchaser  willing  to  perform  statute  of  frauds  unavailable  to  d^ 
feat,  009. 
Defeat  of  loan  through  wrong  dimensions,  240. 
Defaulting  vendee,  broker  entitled  to  commission  on  actual  payments  hj, 

600,  600a,  606. 
Defaulting  as  to  exchange,  party  not  liable  to  broker  for  commission,  1035. 

purchaser,  broker  has  right  of  action  against  for  lost  commission,  688. 
Default,  party  in  liable  for  commission,  163. 
Default,  purchaser  in,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  274,  666,  462. 

broker  in,  liable  to  pay  interest,  322. 

not  necessary  to  put  defendant  in  before  suing  for  fees,  617. 

in  an  exchange,  liable  for  commission  paid  broker,  163. 

to  entitle  broker  to  commission,  must  be  by  refusal  or,  of  principal, 
468. 
Defenses,  218,  676-703,  1020. 
Defects  in  principal's  title,  345. 
Defective  petition  lor  commission  on  passing  of  title,  649. 

for  procuring  tenant,  in  not  alleging  to  sell,  650. 

for  selling  bonds,  652. 

in  not  alleging  agreement  stated,  654. 
Definitions.    See  Judicial  Conbtbuctions  and  iNTEiiPBETAiioifB. 

8ee  WoBDS. 
Delegated  authority,  2,  6,  087. 
Departures,  what  are  not,  669,  704,  704a. 

Description  of  property,  59,  123,  181,  207,  296,  428,  428a,  476. 
Demurrer,  640,  669-666. 
Demurr&ble,  alleging  sale  by  owner  ending  contract,  643. 

alleging  notice  of  double  employment  not,  646. 

incomplete  copies  of  unsigned  letters,  648. 

asking  Judgment  for  excess  over  net  price,  on  refusal  to  sell,  655. 
Deposits,.  $0,  297,  806. 

Destruction  of  subject  matter  of  contract,  16. 
Delays,  18,  41,  292,  296. 
Diamonds,  434. 

Difference  in  price  principal  willing  to  sell  at  and  asked,  46(1. 
Dimensions  of  property,  249,  435,  461. 
Discretion,  acts  involving  broker  can  not  sub-delegate,  6. 
Plsmissal  of  action,  when  proper,  863. 

when  error,  864,  1078. 

may  receive  evidence  after  motion  for,  833b. 
Disagreements,  143,  466. 

Dissolution  of  agency.    See  Aoenot,  TEBMiNATioir  0S» 
Dissuasion,  810. 
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DiTision  of  commissions.    See  Sharing  Ck>MMis8iON8. 
Double  liability,  305. 

compensation,  232,  254,  475,  559,  576. 

capacity,  306. 

payment  of  commissions,  burden  of  proof,  728a. 

e^lployment  forbidden,  51. 

notice  or  knowledge  of  by  principal,  560. 
allegation  of  notice  of  not  demurrable,  644. 
Drunkenness,  601. 

Due,  when  commissions  become,  499,  499a,  499b. 
Discretion,  5,  111,  304,  328i,  825. 
Duplicate,  contract  in,  458. 
Duty  or  obligation,  165,  290,  291,  314,  344,  420,  420a,  456,  578,  656a. 


Earned,  when  a  broker's  commissions  are,  499a. 

commissions,  to  recover  immaterial  whether  broker  was  agent^  799a. 
owner  can  not  by  refusing  to  conyey  defeat,  374a. 
Ejectment,  311,  595. 
Election  of  remedies,  414a. 
Employment  of  broker,  12,  13,  17,  21,  92,  564. 

sale  according  to  terms  of  entitles  broker  to  commission,  113. 

suffices  in  the  absence  of  ratification,  24. 

when  offer  to  pay  broker  does  not  show,  173. 

double  forbidden,  51. 

participation  in  exchange,  without,  aoes  not  entitle  broker  to  com- 
mission, 162. 

abandonment  of,  292,  558. 

in  absence  of,  introducing  purchaser  sometimes  insuflScient,  450. 

of  engineer,  310. 

custom  insufficient  to  supply  lack  of,  626a. 

in  petition  for  commissions  must  allege  contract  of,  632a, 

of  broker  to  measure  land,  594. 
Employe  of  seller  defeating  sale,  broker  entitled  to  oommission,  451. 
Encroachments,  228,  766. 
Entries  in  books  as  evidence,  748. 
Equitable  title  to  stock,  572. 
Equity,  314,  321,  572,  589,  967. 
Error,  to  prevent  riiowing  how  option  was  made  to  buyer,  106. 

to  grant  new  trial  to  set  up  exercise  of  option.  111. 

to  prevent  defendant  showing  broker  was  employed  by  other  party,  166. 

to  grant  judgment  for  full  amount  of  commission  when  loan  failed,  250. 

refusal  to  grant  non-suit  not,  1075a. 

in  awarding  verdict  to  real  estate  agent,  1075b. 
Errors,  1072-1078e.  ' 
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Escrow,  deed  in,  34. 

Estoppels,  107,  211,  246,  258,  329,  601,  839-862. 

Evidence,  contract  of  scle  may  be  established  by  circumstantial,  114. 

deed  of  conveyance  to  prove  exchange,  161. 

proof  necessary  to  recover  commission  for  exchange  wlien  not  con* 
summated,  189. 

execution  of  contract  prima  facie  evidence  of  title,  190. 

verdict  set  aside  as  against  the  weight  of,  252. 

admissible,  237,  729-761c. 

inadmissible,  184,  762-783b. 

immaterial,  174,  525,  784-803a. 

irrelevant,  804-809b. 

in  general,  810-833c. 

declarations,  777,  834*836. 

self-serving,  837. 

admissions,  34. 

admissions  against  interest,  838. 

verdict  must  be  palpably  against  weight  of  evidence  to  authorize  set- 
ting aside,  1055,  1056. 
Exceptions,  573. 

Exchange,  broker  for  commission  has  no  title  or  interest  in  property  ex- 
changed, 172. 

mere  offer  to  pay  broker  does  not  show  employment,  173. 

agreement  to  wait  for  earned  commissions  without  consideration,  174. 

broker  effecting,  entitled   to  commission,  though  terms  changed  by 
parties,  175. 

contract  of  held  to  be  severable,  176. 

defeated  by  lease,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  177. 

interfering  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  effecting,  178. 

defeated  by  failure  to  furnish  abstract  of  title,  broker  not  entitled  to 
commission,  179. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  where  purchaser  able  to  give  title  to 
property  in  exchange,  180. 

mistake  in  description  defeated  broker's  right  to  commission,  181. 

failure  of  conditional  agreement  to,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission, 
182. 

misrepresentation  by  agent  defeated  right  to  commission,  183. 

receipt  given  in  another  transaction  inadmissible,  184. 

for  amount  ^  boot,  broker  entitled  to  commission  on  whole  value,  185. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  on  effecting  binding  contract  of,  186. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  on  producing  one  willing  to,  188. 

on  failure  t»  consummate,  proof  necessary  to  recover  commission,  189. 

broker  earns -eommission  when  both  parties  agree  on  terms  of,  191. 

broker's  right  to  commission  not  affected  by  failure  of  one  party  to 
perform,  192. 

failure  to  secure  transfers  defeats  right  to  eommissioo^  19d. 
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Exchange,  value  of  land  in  may  be  shown  to  jury,  194. 

broker  not  entitled  to  commiBsion  where  party  sbowB  bad  faith,  105. 

broker  not  entitled  to  commission  where  party  to  does  not  show  good 
faith,  438. 

broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  an  exchange  with  unperf ormable 
conditions,  438. 

of  goods  for  land,  467. 
Exchanges  of  real  estate,  19,  41,  14M95,  290,  314,  382,  454,  458,  558,  576, 

609,  626,  764,  787,  796. 
Executors  and  administrators,  5,  34,  198,  280,  456,  493,  557,  587,  661. 
Exclusive  employment  as  broker  or  agent,  13. 

Excess  in  price  as  compensation,  11,  53,  142,  289,  290,  300,  320,  456,  481, 
482,  483,  484,  1040,  1094. 

when  broker  must  account  for  to  principal,  030. 
Exceptions,  573. 
Executed  sale,  767. 
Ex  maleficio,  trustee,  35. 
Exoneration,  308. 
Expenses,  15,  262,  289,  309,  561. 

Extra  compensation,  examined  to  see  whether  reasonable^  231. 
Experts,  228,  766. 


Failure  of  sale  by  disagreement,  41. 

by  defect  in  title,  459. 

by  purchaser,  460. 

by  failure  to  furnish  abstract  of  title,  179. 
Failure  to  sell  and  owner  selling  for  less,  148. 

of  consideration,  461. 

of  conditional  agreement,  182. 

of  broker  to  report  offer,  312. 

to  disclose  nominal  not  real  purchaser,  487. 

not  caused  by  fault  of  broker,  488. 

to  sell  all,  and  owner  selling  part  to  customer,  496. 

of  broker  to  disclose  best  terms  obtainable,  412. 

to  give  name  of  purchaser,  525. 

of  sale  by  dispute  over  taxes,  541. 

of  sale  after  memorandum  contract  signed,  542. 

of  sale  because  rights  of  two  heirs  not  acquired,  555. 

to  remove  snow  from  sidewalk,  broker  not  liable,  591. 

to  consummate  exchange,  189. 

of  one  party  to  perform,  191. 
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Failure  to  secure  transfers  to  exchange,  193. 

to  report  loan  barred  commission,  S^6. 

of  purchaser  to  execute  mortgage,  274. 

of  broker  to  sell,  457,  543. 

to  consummate  contract  of  sak',  458,  460. 

of  proof,  1078c. 

to  consummate  exchanges  of  real  estate,  180,  102,  lOt* 

of  sale  through  deficiency  in  quantity,  451. 

of  owner  to  give  possession,  454,  464. 

■of  owner  to  execute  contract  of  sale,  454,  456. 

of  customer  to  take  property,  551. 
Faith,  broker  acting  in  bad,  required  to  refund  commission^  163,  382,  554. 

broker  acting  in  bad,  forfeits  right  to  commission,  200. 

vendor  acts  in  bad,  by  giving  commission  to  purchaser's  agent,  401. 

broker  not  entitled  to  commission  where  party  to  exchange  does  not 
show  good,  105,  438. 

broker  not  responsible  for  misrepresentations  made  in  good,  165. 

broker  required  to  show  that  he  acted  in  good,  156,  200,  015,  021,  1012, 
1042. 

principal  revoking  contract  must  act  in  good,  15,  200. 

broker  undertaking  to  buy  at  exorbitant  price  not  evidence  of  good,  200. 
False  representations,  313,  314,  315,  310,  320,  321,  435,  454,  462,  1076. 
Father,  contract  signed  by  son  by  direction  of  insufficient,  18. 
Fault,  broker  entitled  to  commission  where  failure  not  caused  by  his,  440, 

464,  488,  533. 

sale  failing  without  fault  of  principal,  broker  not  entitled  to  commis- 
sion, 122. 

to  entitle  broker  to  commission  failure  must  be  due  to  principal's,  440. 

of  either  party  barred  broker's  commission,  558. 
Fictitious  purchaser,  314. 
Fiduciary  relations,  57,  201,  311,  314. 
Fidelity.    See  Duty. 

Financial  responsibility  of  purchaser,  40,  41,  157,  158,  452,  458,  464,  658, 
628,  815,  1040a,  1053b. 

conditions,  463. 
Finding  a  purchaser,  11,  17,  42,  70,  113,  110,  120,  136,  307,  308,  462,  464, 

465,  482,  513,  523,  538,  055. 

after  revocation,  not  entitled  to  commission,  516. 
one  willing  to  exchange,  188. 

for  plain tifT  as  procuring  cause  excludes  coH>peration,  210. 
Findings  by  the  court,  1048- 1053b. 

special  by  jury,  1090. 
Fire,  rebuilding  after  a,  42. 

First  broker  who  succeeds  entitled  to  commission,  41,  141,  445. 
entitled  to  commission  by  second's  relinquishment,  516. 
failure  to  give  notice,  201. 
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First  broker's  claim  for  commiMiouB  binding,  211. 

mortgages,  agent  to  Invest  .eonBoed  to,  864. 

payment  tailing,  contract  to  be  void,  040. 

employer  given  Brait  right  to  purchase,  320. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  by  second's  interference,  444, 

payment,  broker  entitled  to  excess  from,  484. 

payment  failing,  contract  ta  be  void,  S40. 

casb  payment,  when  not  a  oonditioD  preoedent,  SS7. 
Fixed  price.    See  Pbicb  Fixed. 
Foreclosure  of  mortgages,  262,  fiOOa. 
Foreign  principal,  42,  328a. 

F«rfeltiires,  41,  147,  290,  297,  313,  320,  462,  SS6.  S5T,  STS. 
Forgery,  38,  391,  G74. 
Fraud  of  broker  suthoriEea  his  discharge,  16. 

broker  selling  to  resell  no,  126. 

broker  buying  at  inadequate  price  by,  ISO. 

land  conveyed  by  grantor  in,  of  creditors,  ISO. 

mortgage  taken  by  lender,  bound  by  agent's,  62,  268. 

of  agent  in  appropriating  money  to  pay  oB  mortgages,  213. 

of  agent  chargeable  to  principal,  313. 

of  broker  against  his  principal,  314. 

of  broker  against  third  persons,  315,  SIlia, 

of  sub-agent,  316,  390. 

of  principal  against  broker,  317. 

of  third  persons  against  broker,  318. 

of  principals  tnfer  le,  319. 

debaUble  acts  of  broker  not  constituting,  320,  487. 

points  of  practice  in,  321. 

joint  owner  condoning  liable,  329. 

brokerage  contract  set  aside  for,  348. 

of  BulMigent,  broker  liable  for,  390. 

of  broker  may  give  rise  to  action  of  tort,  414. 
Fraudnlent  representations  to  principal  by  third  persona,  4S4. 


General  agent,  6,  3SS. 
Gold,  loan  payable  in,  675. 
Goods  exchanged  for  land,  467. 
Grantee,  failure  to  insert  name  ol 
Gratuities,  466,  558,  560. 
Gross  price  changed  to  net,  485. 
Guardian  of  minor,  67,  62. 
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Heirs,  rights  of,  555. 

Homestead  and  exemption  laws,  239. 

Horse,  454. 

Hotel,  31,  781,  988. 

Houses,  sale  of,  69,  454,  493,  594,  830. 

renting  of,  19. 
Husband  and  wife,  39,  454,  774,  826,  908,  1022,  1057. 


I 

Identity,  60,  320,  831a. 

Ignorance  of  contract  by  holder  of  record  title,  540. 

of  principal  of  efforts  of  broker,  454. 

of  agent's  double  employment,  578,  1074. 
Illegal  purposes,  37,  326. 

contract,  327. 

declaring  bonds,  276. 

commissions,  recovery  of  denied,  522. 

sale  of  bonds,  broker  not  liable,  280. 
Illinois,  contract  for  sale  of  lands  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 

doctrine  as  to  use  of  seals,  592. 

contract  with  broker  to  sell  lands  must  be  in  writing,  590. 
Immaterial,  when  reasonable  time,  616. 

knowledge  by  principal  of  act  of  attorney  in  fact,  623. 
Immediartely,  means  in  a  reasonable  time,  580. 
Improvement,  when  evidence  of  inadmissible,  783b. 

broker  without  authority  to  authorize  permanent,  42,  372. 

note  payable  on  vendee  making  certain,  461. 
Implied  powers,  328. 

authority,  18. 

contract,  what  broker  must  show  to  recover  on,  712a. 

promise,  12. 

charge  error  that  no  leases  are  made  except  through  brokers,  201. 
Immunity  obtained  brom  liability,  601. 
Inability  to  perform,  15,  41,  380,  392,  454,  458,  46C,  462,  488,  500,  506, 

555,  556. 
Inconsistent,  instructions  held  not  to  be,  080,  1016,  1032,  1041. 

charge  in  the  alternative,  1041a. 
Incumbrances,  313,  315. 
Indemnity,  of  agent,  299,  588a,  595. 
Indirect  acts  insufficient  to  establish  contract  relations,  69. 

acts  which  establish  contractual  relationa,  69a. 
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Indiana,  contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  590. 

doctrine  of  qiMntum  meruii  applied  to  entire  contract,  54Ga. 

oral  contract  employing  broker,  wherever  made,  invalid,  590. 
Individual  liability,  when  principal  exempted  from,  38,  62,  328n. 
Individually,  leceipt  signed  by  broker  binds  him,  383. 
Independent  inquiries,  rendering  false  representations  unactionable,  454. 
Inference  of  authority,  what  insufficient  to  warrant,  381. 

of  law,  reasonable  price  an,  17,  292. 
Influence,  defendant  may  show  what  other  agents  exerted,  819. 

of  vendor  and  agent,  806. 
Information,  70,  282,  290,  314,  382,  399,  448,  557. 
Infant,  guardian  of,  62,  220. 

may  in  certain  cases  authorize  another  to  act  for  him,  2. 
Injunction  upon  sale,  broker  entitled  to  commission,  118,  469. 
Inoperative,  mere  insertion  of  word   in   contract  without  consideration, 

18,  19. 
Inquiry  from  broker  as  to  price  of  land,  indicates  representing  another, 

421a. 
Insolvency,  57,  464. 
Insurance,  41,  325. 

company,  broker  not  agent  of,  71. 

company,  broker  entitled  to  commission  in  stoek  of,  468. 
Instructions,  agent  must  follow  closely  his,  363. 

broker  departing  from  liable,  360. 

sub-agent  violating,  395,  520. 

See  also  Vioultino  Instbuctionb. 
Installments,  payments  in,  67,  313,  470^  570. 
Intention  of  parties  shown  by  subsequent  dealings,  761a. 
Interest  or  interests. 

contract  coupled  with  an,  16. 

power  coupled  with  is  an  interest  in  land  itself,  16. 

disposition  of  principal's  in  subject  matter  of  agency,  works  refoea- 
tion,  22. 

fraudulent  purchase  of,  57. 

undivided,  63. 

of  tenant  in  common,  64. 

consolidation  of,  not  a  sale,  66. 

or  title  in  properties  exchanged,  broker  baa  no,  172 
'    in  land  as  fee  for  procuring  loan,  251. 

broker  to  procure  loan,  not  authorized  to  collect  principal  or  intentt» 
255. 

broker  liable  for  failure  to  collect,  270a. 

adverse,  290,  294,  345. 

concealment  of  by  broker,  291,  315. 

and  insurance  clauses  in  contract,  557. 

when  broker  is  and  when  not  liable  ^for,  388. 
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Intereat  or  Interest* — Continved. 

date  from  which  recoverftble  on  comniiMionB,  322. 

broker  obtaining  hoBtile  to  principal,  323. 

broker  to  collect,  has  no  power  to  collect  principal,  35S. 

broker  acting  in,  for  othen,  cannot  share  in  transaction  for  principkl, 
38g. 

oompeting,  fiSS. 

of  the  parties,  courts  to  protect,   IT,  S71. 

pUTchaseTB  had  In  the  land,  816. 

whether  or  not  entitled  to  on  coromisBion  question  for  jury,  SOS. 

liability  for  commiaiion  of  broker  depend*  on  real  parties  in,  4STa. 

of  minor,  QU. 

too  high  BUthoriied  setting  verdict  aside,   1058. 
Interfering  broker,   178,  3S9,  424,  444. 
Interlineation.     Sec  Alterations. 

Insufficient,  allegation  of  bringing  parties  into  touch,  64S. 
Interpretation.     See  Judicial  CoNSTBDCnOHS  and  iNIVBPSrrATIOiai. 
Intermediation,  purchase  from  oWner  without  broker's,  481, 
Interview.  24.  370,  088. 
Intoxication,  M. 

Introduction  of  proBpeetive  purchaser,  88,  450. 
Invalid,  when  contract  not,  1092. 

■ale,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for,  4S3. 
Interpleader,  when  bill  of  allowed,  630,  6G7. 

when  not  entitled  to,  058. 

evidence  in,  777. 
Irrigation,  66. 
Irrevocable,  mere  insertion  of  word  in  eontraet,  without  eonalderatio^ 

inoperative,  18,  19. 
Isanee,  184,  867-873. 
Iowa,  doctrine  of  quantum  tnerutt  applied  to  entire  eontraet,  546a. 

J 

Joint  liabill^,  407. 

Joint  owners,  42,  125,  319,  32fl,  940. 

Judgment  for  full  commission  error  when  loan  fails,  2S0. 

unauthorised  release  of  bj  broker,  238. 
Judgments,  106&-10T1. 
Judicial  sale,  116. 
Judicial  oonitnictions  and  interpretations,  3,  367,  580,  582,  602a,  1001, 

1079-1131. 
Jnr;,  whether  broker  entitled  to  commission  for  both  anction  and  private 
sales,  question  for,  138. 

to  determine  value  of  land  exchanged,  1D4. 

charge  properlj*  relnsed  that  no  leases  are  made  without  Invkers,  £01. 
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Jury,  improper  to  submH  to,  whether  loan  broker  authoHied  to  reI«aK  lia 
of  judgment,  238. 
agreement  as  to  eommisaian  to  broker  to  procure  loan  a  queition  lor, 

263. 
wliether,  in  taking  mortgage  vith  wrong  deacriptlon,  broker  guiltf  of 

negligence,  a  question  (or,  207. 
improper  to  charge  not  bound  by  any  rule  in  fixing  damages,  300, 
queations  to  be  determined  by,  838-&29a,  1131. 
instructions  to,  930-10470. 
Joatiee,  amendmeata  allowable  in  furtherance  of,  673. 


Kanaas,  doctrine  of  quantum  mervil  on  entire  contracts  prevajla  in,  5461. 
Knowledge  of  agent  binding  on  principal,  268. 

of  pool  and  acquiescence  in  by  principal,  371. 

by  broker  that  principal  owns  but  part  of  premises,  472. 

aometlmes  immaterial  to  constitute  ratification,  623. 

by  principal   of   unauthorized  contract  a   prerequisite  to  ratifiaatio^ 
17,  624. 

TatiBcation  not  shown  by  acquiescence  without,  618. 

taking  conveyance  from  agent  with,  of  fraud,  314. 

when  facts  not  within  his,  broker  not  liable  for  i 
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Iaw,  improper  to  lubmit  question' of  to  jurj,  BSSa. 

contract  held  not  .to  be  in  viotatioii  of  U.  S.  Iknd,  1100. 
•gent  authorized  in  fact,  but  inoperative  in,  oo  recovery  againat,  18. 
I«wyer.     See  Attobbet  at  Law. 
JjCaae,  power  to  sell  does  not  include  power  to,  167,  ZD2,  337. 

exchange  defeated  by  broker  not  entitled  to  cominiAsion,  177. 

value  of  services  of  broker  in  negotiating,  190. 

lessor  refusing  to  accept,  107. 

broker  to  sell  does  not  earn  commission  by  procuring,  198. 

option  not  exercised  by  taking,  at  lower  rental,  169. 

with  privilege  of  purchase  equivalent  to  sale,  200. 

charge  properly  refused  that  implied  none  were  made  except  throvgh 

brokers,  201. 
broker  secretly  securing  to  htmsett  holds  as  trustee,  203. 
entitled  to  oommisaion  for  procuring  lessee,  204 
to  earn  commission  must  negotiate  lease  or  exchange  that  principal 

can  perform,  204a,  438. 
power  to  do  all  things  concerning  real  estate  authorised,  206. 
waiver  of  tenant's  priviltge  of  purchase,  20«. 
broker  empowered  to  collect  rents,  not  entitled  to  commission  for 

securing,  207. 
broker  for  tenant  has  no  claim  on  lessor  for  connnisaion,  208. 
broker  to  secure  lessee  not  entitled  to  commission  for  option,  209. 
In  actjon  for  oommission,  owiier  can  bIKw  lease  to  another,  210. 
broker  bound  by  first  claim  for  commission  and  cannot  increase,  Sll. 
broker  securing  lease  for  five  years,  sale  at  second,  loses  remaining 

oommisaion,  212. 
where  sub-letting  forbidtlen,  oral  assent  of  agent  unavailing,  213. 
by  owner  after  broker's  contract  ended,  not  entitled  to  oommission,  214. 
broker  bringing  about  the  sale  of  a,  entitled  to  oommission,  215. 
■ale  of  frustrated  by  lessor,  broker  not  entitled  to  conuuisiion,  21G. 
broker  not  entitled  bo  commission  where  plaintiS  refused  to  make,  21(1a. 
to  highest  bidder,  broker  preventing  not  entitled  to  commission,  217. 
in  Action  for  ctHnmiseion  for  securing  defendant  can  show  it  was  merely 

tentative,  218. 
finding  as  procuring  cause  of,  excludes  eo-optration,  210. 
broker  to  secure  one  for  eight  years  to  earn  commission,  220. 
with  privil^e  of  purchase,  328 j. 
not  entitled  to  oommission  as  CMitract  not  a,  427, 
not  entitled  to  oommission  until  effected,  660. 

of  real  estate,  42.  167,  177|  196-321,  328j,  33T,  427,  438,  812,  1091. 
Leveies,  real  estate  broker's  oommission  for  selling  proper  charge  against, 

34. 
JLender.  refusing  to  consummate  loan,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission, 

224. 
broker  held  not  to  be  agent  of;  266. 
bound  by  fraud  of  agent,  2SS.    - 
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Lessee,  broker  to  procure  not  entitled  to  oommission  for  option,  93. 
broker  of,  securing  lease  to  himself,  holds  as  trustee,  203. 
broker  entitled  to  commission  for  procuring,  204. 
liessor,  cannot  refuse  to  accept  lease  and  defeat  broker's  right  to  commit 

sion,  197. 
broker  for  tenant  has  no  claim  on  for  commission,  208. 
right  under  receipt  not  affected  by  broker's  secret  understanding,  221. 
Letter.    See  Ck>BBE8P0Ni>ENCE. 
Liability  of  agent  to  principal. 

for  fraud  of  third  persons  in  privity,  314,  318. 

for  interest  on  money  received  and  not  inyested,  322. 

for  negligently  failing  to  deduct  proper  amount  from  purchase  moBfly, 

270a. 
for  understating  price  obtainable,  290,  412a. 
for  amount  of  price  withheld,  290,  309,  314,  321,  404,  414,  456,  481, 

672,  630. 
for  appr(^riating  all  the  purchase  money,  314. 
for  fraudulent  conduct,  subject  to  action  for  breach  of  contract,  414. 
for  overstating  price  of  purchase,  may  be  sued  for  excess,  298,  314,  806. 
for  buying  property   for  himself  and  imposing  on  buyer  at  higher 

price,  47. 
for   representing   persons   adversely   interested,   loss   of   oommiisions 

290,  321,  388. 
for  fraud  of  sub-agent,  316,  390. 

to  refund  commissions  when  he  has  acted  in  bad  faith,  323,  382,  674 
for  profits  improperly  realized,  314. 
for  loaned  money  lost  on  insufiicienit  security,  229. 
for  money  lost  through  negligence,  230,  349. 
for  loss  incurred  through  departing  from  instructions,  350. 
for  clerk  wrongfully  buying  principal's  property,  301. 
for  loss  arising  from  not  recording  mortgage,  260,  349. 
for  loss  arising  from  loan,  when  examination  of  title  undertaken,  261. 
for  loss  through  improper  concealment,  291,  314. 
for  concealing  name  of  purchaser  for  fear  owner  would  advance  price,  291. 
for  having  interest  in  property  and  concealing  same,  291,  314. 
for  concealing  relations  to  lessee  and  asking  lessor  to  reduce  rent,  558. 
for  sub-agent  concealing  his  relations,  291,  588. 
for  concealing  purchaser's  name  and  substituting  fictitious,  41. 
for  representing  both  parties,  unless  both  knew,  208,  290,  314,  569. 
for  whether  principal  prejudiced  or  not  rule  applies,  669. 
for  appropriating  money  collected,  40.  314,  630,  642. 
for  willfully  disregarding  material  obligations,  22,  40,  41,  291,  298, 

314,  321,  416. 
for  misrepresentation  as  to  incumbrances,  313. 
for  negligence  in  procuring  loan,  236,  431. 
for  negligence  in  not  reporting  ofler,  312. 
for  loss  from  second  mortgage,  264,  849. 
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Liability  of  agent  to  principal — Continued. 
for  loes  of  trade  through  negligence,  346. 
for  fraud,  314. 

for  importuning  to  reduce  price  to  buyer,  314,  320. 
for  failing  to  disclose  best  terms,  412,  412a. 
for  inducing  customer  to  forfeit  contract,  313,  462. 
for  acting  in  bad  faith,  183,  290,  291,  314,  462. 
for  taking  title  and  refusing  to  convey,  35,  462,  5:>0. 
for  profit  in  reselling,  139,  299,  1089. 
for  representing  worthless  property  as  good  security,  229. 
for  money  paid  by  purchaser  and  forfeited,  462,  630. 
for  acting  in  the  interest  of  the  opposite  party,  296. 
for  advantage  derived  from  violation  of  duty,  290. 
for  placing  cloud  upon  title,  614. 

for  taking  insufficient  security  for  deferred  payments,  300. 
for  appropriating  money  to  pay  off  mortgages,  273,  314. 
for  securing  land,  imder  warrants,  for  less  than  value,  338. 
for  negligently  taking  mortgage  under  wrong  description,  267,  899. 
for  failing  to  learn  exact  liability  under  mortgage,  270,  349. 
for  understating  morcgages,  41. 
for  failure  of  purchaser  to  execute  mortgage  and  make  cash  payment, 

274,  556. 
for  negligently  overpaying  vendor,  349. 
to  account  on  sale  of  trust  property,  35. 
as  member  of  purchasing  syndicate  not  entitled  to  commission,  29, 

38,  405. 
for  tax  title  acquired,  294. 

sub-agent  unable  to  recover  share  of  unlawful  commission,  522. 
for  property  acquired  at  grossly  inadequate  price,  291. 
for  erroneous  rental  statement,  558. 
for  money  received  from  a  purchaser,  569. 
for  failure  to  insure  principal's  property,  325. 
for  improperly  acquiring  principal's  property,  67,  290* 
for  secretly  purchasing  with  ostensible  buyer,  314. 
for  pool  to  divide  commissions,  371. 
for  buying  what  he  was  employed  to  sell,  558. 
for  fraudulent  act  of  guardian,  62. 
for  deed  improperly  secured,  57. 

for  deeds  improperly  secured  and  money  appropriated,  67,  314. 
for  note  improperly  taken  and  assigned,  572. 
for  improperly  entering  satisfaction  of  judgment,  238,  1068. 
for  money  paid  on  mortgages,  243,  269. 
for  the  sufficiency  of  the  security,  403. 

for  loan  defeated  through  wrong  dimensions,  known  to  broker,  249. 
for  bonds  declared  illegal,  276. 

for  principal's  debt  paid  from  rent  receipts  without  authority,  386. 
for  selling  at  lower  price  than  authorize<]^  408. 
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Liability  of  agent  to  prIncipaJ — Cotttinued. 

for  TioUting  instructions,  ■iSS,  300. 

for  failure  to  collect  interest  due,  2T0a. 
Liability  of  agent  to  third  persons. 

for  fraud  upon  lender,  268. 

for  employing  aub-agent  without  authority,  24,  393,  398,  S19. 

for  contracts  made  in  fail  own  name,  41,  43,  TOa,  383. 

for  unauthorized  sale  of  real  estate,  300,  30Tb. 

for  fraud  in  negotiating  contract  of  sale,  315. 

foT  fraud  in  fiduciary  capacity,  311. 

for  misrepreeenting  incumbrances,  316. 

for  excess  paid  by  purchaser.  314. 

for  excess  paid,  that  owner  would  not  sell  for  leas,  203;  oontra,  2S,  456. 

for  fraud,  319. 

for  fraud  upon  the  oourt,  314. 

for  acting  for  undisclosed  principal,  879,  291,  601. 

for  money  to  be  repaid  if  sale  failed.  383. 

to  purchaser  for  money  received  in  bad  faith,  642c. 

for  bonds  Mtd  without  disclosing  principal,  279. 

for  purchasing  property  without  disclosing  principal,  S88a. 

for  personal  property  withheld,  290,  31S. 

on  warranty  of  authority  to  Mil,  300. 

for  money  before  paid  to  principal,  38B. 

to  vendee  for  purchase  money,  298,  321. 

for  excess  ■over  price  asked  by  vendor,  4G6. 

for  fraudulent  representations  infroiving  a  nominal  owner,  42,  31S,  31B. 

for  stipulation  bewnd  scope  of  authority,  SCO. 

to  refund  purchase  money  on  repudiation  of  contract,  663. 

for  deceiving  purchaser  as  to  commissions,  315. 

for  value  of  bonds  criminally  put  on  sale,  38,  57C 
liabilty  of  principal  to  agent. 

for  commissions.     See  Commibshhts  and  CoifPEifSATIOir. 

for  connivance  with  sub-agent  in  fraud  of  agent,  316. 

to  compensate  sub-agent  for  sale  made  aft«r  rewicatian,  521. 

to  compensate  if  agency  revoked  after  broker  has  buyer,  22. 

to  compensate  if  agency  wrongfully  repudiated,  23,  299,  300,  317,  494. 

agent  or  broker   rendering  valuable  service  may,  on   revocation,   sue 
fcT  breach,  299. 

administrator  employing  broker  personally  responsible,  34. 
L,  when  he  pnid  wrong  broker,  318. 
)n,  on  conveying  property  to  defeat  liability,  SIT,  487». 

for  price  of  property  purchased.  588a. 

for  commissions,  on  appropriating  benefits,  24,  667. 

for   oommiaaions,   on   appropriating   benefits,   where  employed  by  un- 
authorized third  persons,  24. 

to  broker,  if  be  knew  sub-agent  violated  InstructlonH,  42,  816,  317. 
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LUbility  of  principa.1  to  agent — CoiUimitd. 

for  revoking:  authority  to  collect  rents,  22. 

for  serrioea  in  purclusiiig,  nltbough  guilty  of  coutructive  fnwd,  23. 

for  waiTBntj  of  antbority  to  employ,  328n. 

what  be  must  do  to  e«c«pe  liability  for  commiuion,  331. 

when  be  caonot  escape  liability  for  ooauniaaion,  362. 

when  pHjiag  one  brcker  no  further  li«ibility  attacbea,  370. 

liable  for  commiesion  on  taking  land  in  lieu  of  ea«b,  369. 

when  liable  on  refusing  to  aell  for  commiaaion,  374. 

when  mi  liable  for  commiasion  oa  lefuaing  to  sell,  375. 

on  releaae  of  Tendee  liable  to  broker  for  eommiuioa,  380. 

tenants  in  common  jointly  liable  for  ectniaiaaioii,  407. 

(or  miarepreaentationa  defeating  tale*  for  comniiasioB,  454,  672. 

for  commiBaion  depends  upon  real  parties  to  ba^^in,  487a. 

for  eooimtaaion  on  changing  groas  to  net  in  contract,  4SS. 

for  share  of  profit  on  wrongful  gale  by  sub-agent,  4S7. 

for  oommiaaiDn  on  sale  at  lower  price,  unleaa  fixed  price  required,  602. 

for  half  of  remaining  nnaold  land,  370. 

for  misleading  enstouier  to  bay  throogh  another  agent,  444. 

for  interfering  to  injury  of  broker,  444. 

for  oonunisiion  for  sale  eSeetcd  by  interfering  broker,  444.   - 

for  revoking  authority  and  •elling,.444. 

when  corporation  not  for  oonuniaaions,  107Se. 
Uability  of  principal  to  thiid  peraoas. 

for  injuries  through  negligence,  42,  347. 

for  fraud  of  agent  through  misrepresentations,  BB,  29,  313,  314,  316. 

for  fraudulent  miare)»«sentations  of  sub-agent,  316. 

for  oommiaaiona  paid  broker  by  oppoaite  party,  163. 

for  fraud  of  agent  ta  extent  of  benefiU  received,  3fl,  99,  316,  329,  866. 

for  loan  lost  throngh  fraudulent  lotowledgB  of  agent,  82,  208. 

for  sale  revoked  <m  Mit  of  vendee,  22,  130,  298,  404. 

OB  note  and  mortgage  executed  by  antboriixd  agent,  23. 

to  purchaser  for  money  paid  to  agent,  299,  384,  386. 

to  purchaser  for  money  paid  agent  after  his  authority  withdrawn,  41,  S3. 

what  he  must  do  to  escape  liability,  331. 

to  purdiaser  for  shortage  in  acreage,  200. 
liability.of  third  persons  to  agents. 

employing  broker  without  disclosing  principal,  222,  398. 

vendor  on  refusing  to  sell,  for  commiaaionB  lost  from  principal,  300. 

purchaser  for  ccmuiiBsions  on  agreement  of  Don-interference.  21. 

purchaser,   for   conunissions,   although   broker   had   agreed  to   look   to 
vendor,  688. 
Liability  of  third  persons  to  principal. 

party  cognizant  nf  agent's  concealment,  cannot  hold  property  against 
principal,  201. 

vendor  for  eommissions  p»id  pnrebaacr'a  agent,  40,  2B0. 
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Liability  of  third  persons  to  principal — Continued. 

for  profits  realized  through  fraud  of  agent,  35,  314. 

for  oommissions  paid  broker,  from  party  in  default,  163. 

for  commissions  paid  wrong  agent  through  misconduct  of  yendee,  818. 
Liability  between  third  persons 

nominal  owner  to  purchaser  for  fraud  of  owner  and  broker,  42, 315, 319. 

R.  R.  company  for  bonds  criminally  released  from  registry,  38,  574. 

joint  owner  wrongfully  acquiring  moiety,  319. 

joint  owner  for  benefits  received  through  fraud  of  agent,  329. 
License  by  State  or  municipal  authority,  9,  124,  558,  576,  604,  628,  631, 
800,  1037. 

to  cut  timber  beyond  power  of  broker,  330. 

a  single  sale,  not  doing  business  to  require  a,  576. 

internal  revenue,  676. 

auction  sale  does  not  require  a,  576. 
Lien,  equitable,  29. 

broker  has  for  commission  oh  securities  in  his  hands,  283. 

broker  has  for  fees  on  funds  to  loan  in  his  hands,  284. 

in  the  absence  of  ccmtract,  broker  without  lien,  286. 

where  broker  has,  it  exists  only  while  he  holds  property,  286^ 

of  broker  confined  to  securities  affected,  287. 

broker  has  none  for  loan  on  trust  estate,  288. 

expense  of  releasiiig  falls  on  prineipad,  289. 

commissions  assumed  by  vendee  not  a  lien  on  proper^,  280a» 

demand  of  $10,000  to  release  defeated  oommissions,  514. 
Limitations  and  restrictions,  12,  14,  577. 
Limitations,  Statute  of.    See  Statute  cat  LniiTATiONS. 
Litigation  by  third  persmis,  473. 

Loan,  broker  for  seller  obtaining  to  buyer  from  seller,  not  entitled  tD 
commission  from  buyer,  232. 

broker  procuring  agreement  to  make  insufllcient,  225a. 

broker  procuring  less  than  asked,  accepted,  entitled  to  oommission, 
233,  429. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  on  finding  lender,  226a,  234,  430. 

broker  not  reporting  barred  commissions,  235,  431. 

in  action  for  oommissions  for  procuring  not  necessary  to  prove  tender, 
236. 

admissibility  of  correspondence  to  establish  agency  in  making,  237. 

broker  entering  release  of  judgment,  improper  to  submit  question  to 
jury,  238. 

broker's  authority  to  provide  mortgage  for  confined  to  land  designated, 
239. 

principal  curing  defect  in  title,  lender  then  refusing,  broker  entitled 
to  commission,  240. 

not  made,  broker  must  prove  title  not  good,  240a. 

broker  charging  more,  entitled  to  statutory  oommission  for  making,  241. 


INDSX  669 

[Refer<^nce8  are  to  sections.] 

Loan,  broker  entitled  to  oommissioii  for  procuring,  though  principal  refuses 
to  take,  242. 

broker  not  entitled  to  commiflsion  unless  loan  made,  242a. 

broker  to  whom  borrower  paid  commission  his  agent,  243. 

money  put  in  bank  subject' to  brewer's  check,  not  agent  of  lender,  244. 

owner  himself  securing,  not  liable  to  broker  for  commission,  245. 

owner  refusing  on  one  ground  to  take,  subsequently  estopped  to  set 
up  another,  246. 

broker  failing  to  secure,   principal   securing  from  same  party   bars 
commission,  247. 

broker  to  examine  title  and  secure  loan  barred  commission  on  failure 
by  defect  in  title,  248. 

defeated  through  wrong  dimensions  known  to  broker  bars  commission^ 
249. 

error  to  grant  full  commission  when  failure  by  defect  in  title,  250. 

interest  in  land  to  attorney  for  procuring,  251. 

verdict  for  broker  for  procuring  set  aside,  252. 

agreement  as  to  commission  for  procuring  a  question  for  jury,  253. 

to  purchaser  on  other  property  makes  seller's  broker  his  agent,  254. 

'broker  to  procure,  not  authorized  to  collect  principal  or  interest,  255. 

builder's,  282. 

broker  procuring  for  trust  estate  has  no  lien  thereon,  288. 

payable  in  gold,  575. 
Loan  company,  securities  payable  at,  not  thereby  agent  to  collect,  257. 
Loans  on  real  estate,  71,  222-254,  564,  566,  575,  818,  1093. 
Loan,  one  employing  broker  to  obtain  liable  for  commission,  222. 

when  refused  for  bad  title  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  223. 

when  lender  refused  to  consummate,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission, 
224. 

when  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  conditional  loan,  225. 

procuring  agreement  to  make  not  the  same  as  procuring  a,  225a. 

broker  to  recover  for,  must  show  on  terms  authorized,  226. 

on  question  of  commission  former  agreonent  ignored,  227. 

reasonable  value  of  broker's  services  for  may  be  shown,  228. 

broker  liable  for  loss  on  insufficient  security,  229. 

broker  bound  to  make  good  money  lost  through  his  negligence,  230. 

bill  for  services  for  procuring  separated  to  see  if  reasonable,  231. 
Loss,  recovery  should  be  limited  to  the  actual,  572. 
Lots,  power  to  sell  in,  6,  18,  340,  494,  587,  961. 

sold  out  of  order,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  307e. 


M 

Maker,  when  and  where  warranted  in  paying  note,  353. 

Maimer  in  which  written  contracts  with  brokers  should  be  oonstrued,  602a. 
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Meutire  land,  employment  to  does  not  sustain  claim  for  selling,  SMi 
Meeting  of  minds,  33,  73,  290,  293,  567   929b,  969. 
Memorandum,  insuiOScient  to  satisfy  statute,  606. 
eufficient  to  satisfy  statute,  590. 

signed  by  auctioneer  binds  buyer  and  seller,  30* 

admissible  in  evidence,  734. 
Mental  capacity,  want  of  to  employ  broker,  290. 
Methods  of  earning  commissions,  474. 

of  payment,  478. 
Michigan,  contract  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 

doctrine  of  quantum  meruit  on  entire  contracts,  546a. 
Middleman,  320,  475,  557,  559,  578,  977,  1088. 
Mine,  sale  of,  12,  24,  34,  111,  300,  315,  476,  559,  572,  601. 
Mineral  and  gas  deposits,  1025. 
Minor,  guardian  of,  57,  62,  220. 
Miscarriage  of  notice,  454,  458. 

of  sale  without  fault  of  principal,  122. 
Misconduct  of  broker,  313. 

Mislead,  whether  plaintiff  attempted  to  question  for  jury,  920. 
Misrepresentations,  40,  41,   165,   183,  290,   296,  299,  313,  315,  318,  320, 

328n,  451,  454,  572,  601,  862a. 
Mississippi,  doctrine  of  quantum  meruit  on  entire  contract,  546a. 
Missouri,  contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  590. 

contract  to  sell  lands  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 

doctrine  of  quantum  meruit  on  entire  contracts,  546a. 
Mistakes,  181,  321,  341. 

unless  pleaded  and  proved  joint  purchaser  bound  for  whole  oommisiioiv 
579. 
Misunderstanding,  of  contract  by  principal,  557. 
Modifications,  22,  24,  411,  458,  477,  478,  479,  906a,  954a. 
Money,  broker  to  sell  can  take  nothing  else,  342. 

broker  has  no  right  to  receive  Mexican,  343. 

broker  for  seUer  accepting  from  purchaser  against  public  policy,  659. 

received  by  broker  from  purchaser  belongs  to  principal,  559. 

broker  advancing  and  taking  deed  to  self,  holds  absolutely,  368. 

broker  to  sell  includes  authority  to  receive  purchase,  328e,  f . 

received  by  broker  from  purchaser  belongs  to  principal,  559. 

counts.    See  Common  Counts. 
Moral  obligation,  supporte  subsequent  written  promise  to  pay  commissioniy 

590. 
Mortgages,  41,  239,  268-275,  314,  386,  483,  558,  1051. 
Mortgage,  authority  to  provide  confined  to  land  designated,  239. 

purchaser  bound  by  agent's  knowledge  and  cannot  dispute,  258. 

mortgagee's  right  to  have  reformed,  258. 

broker  selling  under  power  in  need  not  inform  mortgagor,  259. 

broker  failing  to  record  liable  for  loss,  260. 
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Mortgage,  broker  liable  for  loss  through  unpaid,  261. 

broker  not  entitled  to  charge  expenses  for  foreclosing  personal  nM»-t- 
gage  to  principal,  262. 

power  to  sell  does  riot  include  power  to,  263. 

broker  to  inrest  money  confined  to  first,  264. 

broker  making  loan,  knowing  of  prior,  principal's  subordinated,  265. 

power  to  purchase  gives  none  to  secure  by  mortgage,  266. 

whether  agent  taking  by  wrong  description  guilty  of  negligence  qus§> 
tion  for  jury,  267. 

taken  by  lender  bound  by  fraud  of  agent,  268. 

payment  on  to  seller's  agent  did  not  bind  mortgagee,  269. 

broker  liable  for  negligence  in  failing  to  learn  liability  under  a,  270. 

broker  liable  for  loss  on  taking  on  other  and  not  on  land  sold,  271. 

broker  securing  conditional  sale  of,  not  consummated,  not  entitled 
to  commission,  272. 

fraud  of  broker  in  appropriating  money  to  pay  off,  273. 

failure  of  purchaser  to  execute  mortgage  barred  commission,  274. 

in  computing  commission  mortgage  treated  as  part  of  price,  275. 

authority  to  sell  for  specific  sum  did  not  authorise  part  cash  and 
mortgage,  422. 
Mortgagee's  interest  in  property,  539. 
Motions,  666. 
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Name  of  purchaser,  Concealment  of  by  broker,  291,  314,  487,  525,  530. 
Nebraska,  valid  conveyance  or  enforceable  contract  to  entitle  broker  to 
commission,  41. 

contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  590. 

doctrine  of  quantum  meruit  on  entire  contract,  546a. 

contract  to  sedl  lands  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 
Necessary  allegations  and  proof  to  enable  broker  to  recover  oommission, 

637a. 
Negative,  propositon  not  proved  until  inconsistent  with,  582. 
Negligence,  230,  260,  261,  267,  270,  271,  326,  346,  347,  349,  572,  899,  913. 
Negotiations,  where   neither  broker   selling  nor   principal   had  notice  .f 
other's,  489. 

owner  misleading  customer  to  buy  through  another  liable,  444. 

owner  breaking  into  and  selling  to  customer  liable,  444. 

unauthorized  not  ratified  by  sale  to  customer,  415,  443. 

with  two  jointly,  sale  by  owner  to  one  bars  commission,  432. 

with  one,  and  sale  by  owner  to  him  and  another  bars  commission,  437. 
Net  rental,  meaning  of  the  term,  171. 

price,  481,  482,  483,  484,  485. 
Neutral,  principal  may  remain  as  to  broker'a  dalma  f6r  oommisiioii^  581. 


[Rersrenc<>s  are  tn  sections.] 

New  Hampshire,  coniract  to  sell  land  miut  be  in  writtng,  79b. 
New  Jersey,  contract  to  sell  Und  must  be  in  writing,  T9b. 

contract  with  broker  to  sell  iand  mast  be  in  writing,  STQ,  6110. 
New  York,  contract  wilb  broker  to  lell  land  must  bs  in  writing,  S90. 
New  trial,  error  to  grant  to  set  up  exercise  of  option,  tU. 
Non-performance,  48B. 
NoQ-Buit,  866,   lOTSa. 
Non-resident  emplojing  broker,  11,  42,  328a. 

owner,  one  buying  from  through  agent  bound  to  tueertain  extent  of 
authority,  18. 

purchaser,  614. 
Notes,  promiBsory,  314,  3fil,  362,  3G3,  354,  3SC,  3110,  8(7,  461,  462,  4SS, 
Me,  S72,  674,  817a,  817b. 

purchase  money,  duty  of  [H'incipal  bo  ooVIect,  4M. 
See  also  Pubchaae  Monet. 
Notice,  telegraph  company  not  agent  of  owner,  80. 

to  partnership  of  revocation  of  authority,  37. 

when  not  necessary,  269,  79S. 

terminating  agency,  16. 

bow  must  be  given  to  bind  principal,  369. 

to  principal  by  broker  on  finding  cuibomer,  360,  47L 

when  waived,  361. 

of  revocation,  16. 

miscarriage  of,  464,  468. 

absence  of  deprives  of  right  to  oommiasion,  489. 

principal  selling  before  expiration  of  time  without,  490. 

immediate  means  in  a  reasonable  time,  SSO. 

failure  to  instruct  as  to  not  error,  1009a. 

of  customer  by  broker,  and  sale  after  by  owner,  464. 
Nominal  sale,  broker  not  entitled  to  oi»nmisBton  for,  116. 

damages,  when  broker  restricted  to  reoovet;  of,  SOO^  U8,  Mt. 

purchaser,  487,  607. 

owner.  31S,  319. 
Novation.  426,  667,  660,  688,  1096. 
Null  and  void,  67,  279. 

See  aJso  Vom. 
Stidwn  poolum,  19,  42,  174,  303,  462. 


Object,  defendant  cannot  when  aale  for  lesa  tluui  broker  clalnu,  687. 
Objection  to  [wice  of  horse  and  sale  b^  vendor  to  another,  broker  csititled 
to  commiMion,  404. 
after  ocoeptenee  that  pvrchaaer  nnabla  to  pmy  Tuwvalling  to  dAat 

oommission,  404. 
to  terms  of  sale  evidence  tbnii  ocHifonned  bo  dlreottons  glnB,  US. 
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Objectionable,  instruction  not,  as  submitting  an  issue  not  pleaded,  932. 

Obligation,  release  of  vendee  from,  380. 

Obligations,  plaintiff  bears  burden  of  proving  discharge  ol,  716. 

owner  not  under  to  extend  time  to  broker,  15. 

of  married  woman  under  Pennsylvania  law,  30. 

broker  disregarding  cannot  recover  commission,  200. 

fraud  of  agent  relieved  principal  from,  314. 

purchaser  putting  lot  to  objectionable  use,  did  not  relieve  from  to  pay 
broker,  557. 

when  not  relieved  from  to  broker  for  oommission,  42, 

See  also  Dutt. 
Offer  to  pay  broker,  when  it  does  not  show  employment,  173. 

failure  of  broker  to  report,  31*^ 

sub-agent  obtaining  in  advance  of  bids,  395. 

reporting  in  excess  of  that  given,  491.  *       • 

of  same  amount  previously  made  by  proposer  to  owner,  558. 
Office  of  lender,  note  payable  at  not  authority  to  collect,  566. 
Ohio,  contract  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 
Opinions,  as  evidence,  776,  776a,  825,  976a. 

public,  intensifying  insufficient  consideration,  21. 
Options,  sales,  exchanges,  leases,  loans,  etc.,  pt.  2,  Sec.  82-289a. 
Options,  23,  34,  38,  79,  82-111,  199,  314,  485,  557,  691a,  691b»  1033,  1061. 

contract  to  take  over  net  price  an  agency,  not  an,  82,  1083. 

broker  to  procure  entitled  to  recover  compensation,  83. 

subject  to  revocation,  principal  liable  to  broker  on  finding  purchaser, 
84. 

broker  to  sell,  procuring  mere,  not  entitled  to  commission,  85. 

customer  exercising,  broker  entitled  to  commission,  86,  96. 

where  principal  held  only  at  time  of  sale,  his  liability,  87. 

broker  who  took  to  buy,  not  agent  to  sell,  88. 

exercise  of  revokes  contraot  of  agency  to  sell,  89. 

agreement  to  sell,  etc.,  a  mere,  90. 

sale  by  owner  subject  to,  not  breach  of  contract,  91. 

on  sale  under  an,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  92. 

broker  to  procure  lessee,  not  entitled  to  commission  for,  93. 

owner  concluding  for  whole  tract,  may  refuse  offer  for  part,  94. 

subject  to  withdrawal,  no  commission  earned,  95. 

contract  of  exchange,  held  a  mere,  97. 

when  co-agent  not  bound  by,  98. 
.    and  title  bond  to  insure  sale,  99. 

at  best  price,  means  satisfactory  to  purchaser,  100. 

unexercised,  subsequent  sale,  broker  not  entitled  to  oommission,  lOL 

broker  to  secure  two,  principal  rescinds  one,  liable  for  breach,  102. 

broker  not  entitled  to  oommission  for  procuring  part  of,  103. 

broker  obtaining  price  fxom  owner,  a  naked,  104. 
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Options,  giv^en  and  extended,  broker  p^ting  as  purchaser,  105. 

error  to  prevent  defendant  showing  how  made  to  purchaaer,  106. 

defendant  giving  broker,  estopped  to  claim  purchaser,  107. 

defendant  may  show  purchaser  took  subject  to  securing  adjoining  lo^ 
108. 

what  owner  may  show  to  corroborate  claim  of,  109. 

held  not  expired  when  sale  made  by  owner,  110. 

error  to  grant  new  trial  to  set  up  exercise  of.  111. 

to  lease  not  exercised  by  taking  at  lower  rental,  199. 

broker  to  secure  lessee,  not  entitled  to  oommiseion  for  securing,  209. 

power  to  sell  does  not  include  power  to  give  an,  337b. 

evidence  showing  contract  an,  and  not  a  sale,  69  la^  691b. 
Oral  agreement,  when  admissible  in  evidence,  321. 

contract  of  agent  sub-letting  unavailing,  213. 

contract,  broker  to  make  written  cannot  make,  363. 

authority,  broker  under  cannot  bind  by  written  covenants,  364. 

contract  of  broker  binds  unnamed  principal,  683. 

contract  followed  by  written,  492. 

evidence,  749,  749a,  769,  831,  833. 
Owner*  42,  80,  81,  88,  92,  104,  109,  110,  125,  142,  169,  210,  214,  222,  245^ 
246,  347,  413,  416a,  481,  482,  485. 
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Parol.    See  Oral. 

Part  cash  and  mortgage,  when  not  authorized,  422. 

P«xt^  on  concluding  option  for  whole  tract,  owner  justified  In  refusing  offer 
for,  94. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  f      selling,  entitled  to  same  rate  for  all* 
496,  496. 

principal  must  accept  or  reject  as  an  entirety,  24. 

principal  cannot  defeat  commission  by  indirect  sale  of,  454,  468. 

knowledge  by  broker  that  principal  owns  but,  472. 
Partial  payment,  broker  entitled  to  commission  on,  570. 

performance  insufficient  to  earn  commission,  509. 

payment  of  price,  when  must  be  shown,  557. 

performance  affords  no  right  in  equity,  589. 
Participancy  in  wrong,  absence  of,  497. 

in  exchange,  without  employment,  does  not  earn  commission,  162. 
Particular  point,  immaterial  if  principal  and  customer  agree  generally,  667. 
Parties,  together,  bringing,  though  they  contract  on  different  terms,  532. 

to  the  bargain,  liability  to  broker  for  commission  depends  upon  red, 
487a. 
Partition,  sale  frustrated  through  failure  to,  broker  entitled  to 

sion,  508. 
Partnership,  22,  25,  37,  535,  563,  584,  630,  760,  814. 
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Payable  on  sale,  oominissioQg  are,  408. 

when  contract  made  with  purchaser,  commissions  are,  400. 

on  receipt  of  price,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  before,  503. 

upon  completion  of  transaction,  commissions  are  usually,  504. 

-note  At  office  of  broker,  not  entitled  to  collect,  566. 

commission  out  of  last  cash,  must  aver  same,  653. 
Payment  by  defaulting  vendee,  broker  entitled  to  oommisflion  on*  GOO,  506. 

broker  entitled  to  excess  as  commission  from  first,  484. 
Payment,  contract  to  be  void  if  first  failed,  549. 
Penal,  contract  held  to  be,  requiring  strict  oonstructioiiy  586. 
Penalty  provided  exclusive,  576. 
Pennsylvania,  laws  of,  38,  576. 

contract  to  sell  lands  must  be  in  writing,  79b. 
Performance,  mere  approval  of  contract  not  acceptance  of,  567- 

when  law  of  place  of  governs,  1128. 

partial  entitles  broker  to  recover  neither  on  contract  aOT  OS  flUMtum 
meruit,  509. 

recovery  without  showing,  641. 

where  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  as  for  full,  247l» 

when  full  does  not  take  case  out  of  statute,  590. 

contract  by,  455,  567. 
Performed  his  undertaking,  broker  not  entitled  to  commigdons  imUl  hfl^ 

546,  556. 
Pension,  54. 

Permanent  improvements,  42,  372. 
Personal  contract,  promise  by  administrator,  9i, 

action  against  trustee,  35. 

acts  undelegatable,  4,  5. 

property,  when  broker  cannot  take,  290,'1315. 
Petition  or  complaint,  160,  632-656. 

defective,  160,  633,  634,  649,  650,  652. 

failing  to  prove  agreed  may  receive  rraaonable  compensatioiiy  639. 

demurrable,  643,  648,  654,  655,  C50-CC5. 

insufficient,  645. 

failing  to  show  written  contract,  alleged  benefits  immaterial,  647. 
Fool  to  divide  commissions,  371. 

Possession  undisputed  for  years,  authority  rf  agent  presumed,  366. 
Possession,  when  taking  ratifies  act  of  Agent,  24. 

failure  of  owner  to  give,  454. 
Plantation,  interpretation  of  broker's  authority  to  sell,  1124. 
Plat  and  sell,  a  contract  with  broker  to,  147. 
Pleadings,  practice  and  judicial  constructions  and  interpretations,  Pt.  5, 

Sec.  559-1131. 
Postponement  by  purchaser,  365. 
Power  of  attorney,  18,  26,  57,  63, 107,  202,  205,  259,  263,  266,  382. 

of  delegating  authority,  2* 
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Power  of  attorney,  of  becoming  agentB  inherent,  S. 

to  «ell  does  not  include  to  cut  timber,  330. 

tO'Mll  does  not  include  to  lease,  202. 

ounftrming  sales  confers  power  to  sell,  332. 

to  do  all  tbiiigB  oonoerning  real  estate  confers  authority  to  leua,  201. 

to  sell  land  acquired  afterward,  333. 

to  sell  land  sold  but  not  conveyed,  334. 

to  sell  land  oo  credit  may  receite  payment,  33B, 

to  Bell  for  settlement,  when  not  violated,  338. 

to  sell  land,  not  to  lease  or  exchange,  337,  167. 

to  sell  land  not  power  to  give  an  option,  337b. 

to  loca^  and  survey,  not  power  to  sell,  33B. 

to  sell  in  lot«.  cannot  sell  otherwise,  340. 

mutual  mistuke  as  to  oreate«  no  liability,  341. 

uulem  olothed  with  by  the  owner,  no  one  can  transfer  titles  413. 

to  sell  and  convey  land  includes  to  give  oovenante  of  warranty,  41T- 

in  other  States  power  must  be  speciflcally  conferred,  418, 
Practice,  points  of  in  actions  for  fraud,  321. 
Preventing  bidding,  217,  441. 
Presumption  of  revocation  by  sale  of  property,  16. 

of  agent's  authority  by  undisputed  posseseioii  for  years,  366. 

»fter  revocation  that  broker  act«  for  purchaser,  421. 

tliat  plaiatifT  was  licensed  from  absence  of  evidence  to  the  oontrmix 
676. 

that  agent  contracted  with  reference  to  usage,  599. 
Presuniptiona,  in  general,  828. 
Prioe  flJied,  12.  24,  42,  81,  142,  200,  422,  426,  60E,  658,  559,  998. 

asking  and  obtaining  does  not  establish  employment,  17. 

when  lower  a  suSicient  consideration,  21. 

contract  to  take  beyond  net,  agency  and  not  option,  Bi. 

obtained  by  broker  a  naked  option,  104. 

increased,  broker  entitled  to  more  commission,  115. 

broker  buying  at  inadequate  b^  fraud,  130. 

lower,  sale  by  second  h>  client  of  first  broker,  141. 

where  brdter  might  have  gotten  better,  not  entitled  to  otHnmiBaion,  2M 

mortgage  treated  aa  part  of,  276. 

broker  understating  price  obtainable,  liable  ti>  principal  for  low^  4I8l 

broker  not  entitled  to  full  commission  until  paid,  470. 

broker  entitled  to  excess  as  compensation,  466. 

net  to  owner,  broker  does  not  take  excess,  481. 

net,  brewer  selling  thereat  not  entitled  to  commission,  482. 

net  to  owner  and  noite  for  excess  to  broker,  483. 

net,  broker  entitled  to  commission  from  first  payment,  4S4. 

owner  changing  gross  to  net  liaUe  for  oommission,  485. 

oommissions  payable  on  receipt  of  603,  670. 

sub-agent  selling  at  reduced  not  entitled  to  oommiasioi^  S24t 
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Priee,  broker  gail^  of  fr«ud  in  wAing  Tednetion  of,  314, 

bnAer  secretly  learning  and  sending  euBtomer,  3EKI. 

broker  not  entitled  to  coRuniMion  for  nJo  at  le«e,  426. 

princip^  liable  for  oommiMiMi  for  saie  to  customer  at  lower,  S02. 

sub^gent  not  entitled  to  recover  for  salo  at  lower,  624, 

Bub-agent  entitleil  to  oomnuMion,  though  ooneealed  uame  of  buyer,  A2S, 

if  payment  of  neeesaary,  must  be  shown,  6ST. 

receipt  of  before  broker  entitled  to  conuuiaskia,  S70. 

reasonable  inferred  by  law,  GIO. 

broker  cannot  collect  fee  from,  373. 
Prima  facie  evidence,  oonb«ct  signed  by  purcbater,  117. 

evidence  of  title,  contract  to  convey,  1S9,  190. 

case,  97,  866. 
Frinripal  and  agent,  30,  Gl. 

broker  to  procure  loan  not  suthorixed  to  collect  interestj  8C2. 

approval  of,  47. 

signature  of  by  agent,  74,  7u,  76,  77. 

what  he  must  da  to  escape  liability,  331. 

paying  one  broker  not  liable  to  another,  370. 

selling,  broker  may  recover  on  a  qtiontum  meruit,  611,  612. 

paying  comnusaions  before  pureliaser  withdraws,  <^annot  recover,  664. 
Privity,  11.  2S,  36,  314,  31B,  393,  4S4. 
Proeeeds,  commiaaions  payable  fivHn,  223,  4S6,  601. 
Procuring  a  purchaser.    See  FnnnNQ  A  Pcochabkr. 
V«ocuring  caune  of  lease,  21B. 

Procuring  cause  of  sale,  17,  26,  306,  44S,  446,  471,  4S9,  743,  SOQb,  034,  934a, 
B34b,  964,  9S4a,  1024,  1032. 

cases  where  broker  held  sot  to  be,  292,  607. 
ProEuring  cause  of  the  transaction  a,  question  for  jury,  806. 
ProDts,  when  broker  liable  to  principal  for,  36,  139,  314,  606. 

wben  principal  liable  to  broker  for,  16,  300,  320,  497,  1103,  1104. 

broker  to  have  part  of,  not  entitled  on  failure  by  defect  in  title,  535. 

broker  to  share  in  proftta  not  a  partner,  6S4. 

anticipated  may  be  recovered  as  damages,  200,  300. 
Proportionate  commissions,  440,  447,  403,  632>. 
Proposition,  counter,  66. 
Property,  description  of,  59. 

accepted  in  lieu  of  cash,  369,  376. 

broker  purchasing  not  entitled  to  oommieuon  for  sale,  389,  668. 

fact  tbat  principal  does  not  own,  does  not  bar  commission,  464. 

renting  of,  668. 
Proposition,  not  proved  until  inconsistent  with  negative,  682. 

instruction  in  regard  to  erroneous,  068. 
Public  policy,  doctrine  of,  314,  650. 
Puffing,  586. 
Pnrehaae  money,  16,  41,  368,  373,  601.    See  also  Nam  mn. 


Purehaaer  or  vendol-,  ii,  84,  ICW,  105,  106,  107,  lOB,  117,  129,  131,  latf, 
146,  146,  180,  254,  268,  380,  384,  385.  387,  3SS,  4S0,  460,  468,  48T, 
030. 

bona  fide,  607. 

acting  for  another,  452,  487. 
'    ostensible,  314. 

refusing  who  knew  right  lengtli  of  lot,  broker  barrecl  commiuion,  435, 

failure  of  to  carry  out  ooDtraot,  460. 

paying  more  than  authorized,  broker  enUtled  to  comnuBsiou,  605. 

each  bound  for  the  whole  conuniasion  to  broker,  670. 
Purchase  money,  broker's  right  to  commission  not  defeated  because  to  be 
paid  from,  601. 

money  paid,  repudiation  by  vendee  bars  recorery,  23. 

money,  broker  without  authority  cannot  retain  commiuion  from,  373^ 

failure'  to  return  entitles  broker  to  commlMion,  4S4. 

privilege  of,  42,  200,  328j. 

by  agent  for  bimaelf,  circumstances  authorizing,  38Qo 


Quantum  meruit,  partial  performance  insuffideat  to  recover  on  contract 

or.  600. 
agent  procuring  responsible  tenant  entitled  to  recover  on,  510. 
principal  selling  to  customer,  broker  entitled  to  recover  on,  611. 
principal  selling  for  less  than  agreed  price,  broker  entitled  to  recover 

on,  512. 
*    in  absence  of  express  contract,  broker  may  reoover  on,  613. 
in  absence  of  flxed  rate  measure  of  broker's  compensation,  613a. 
in  some  States  recovery  may  lie  had  for  partial  performance  on  a.  546a. 
subject  of,  687. 
where  sale  not  consummated  broker  must  prove  negotiations  rendered 

fruitless  by  fault  of  land  owner,  in  order  to  recover  on  a,  637a. 
instruction  rightly  refused  that  if  entitled  to  anything  confined  to  a, 

1016. 
Ending  in  an  action  on  a.  1040. 
flnding  on  cKpress  contract,  finding  against.  1050. 
Quantity  contracted  for,  broker  entitled  to  commiBsioD  on,  423,  461. 

broker  not  entitled  to  full  eonniisBion  where  shortage  is  found,  4S1. 
purchaser  may  reoover  for  shortage  in  acreage,  2S9. 


[Referencoa  are  to  lot^tlons.] 

IteUacation  of  omtract,  84,  50,  S7,  321,  507,  ST2,  619.  620,  S20a,  621.  62!, 
623,  624.  707,  858,  895,  1030. 
vhat  ia  not  a,  IS,  24,  295,  416,  458,  667,  618,  618a. 
once  made,  cannot  be  revoked,  24. 
Beal  cHtste,  contracts  for  the  sale  of,  17. 
options  on.  82-111. 
sales  of,  112-148. 
leases  of.  196-221. 
loans  on,  222-257. 
mortgages  on,  258-276. 
'   liens  on,  283-289a. 
oomroiMion,  proper  charge  od  trust,  35. 
Beasouible  bill  for  extra  compeosetion,  exsmloed  to  see  if,  231. 
care  in  selecting  sub-agent,  394. 
commission*,  items  paid  agents  ebown  to  be,  35. 
corporation  liable  to  officers  oBly  for,  38. 
oompensation,  broker  procuring  option  entitled  to,  83. 

broker  entitled  on  procuring  lease,  in  absence  of  special  contract 

to.  190. 
plaintiff  entitled  to  r«oorer  excess  withheld,  less  a,  298. 
net  to  owner,  broker  selling  at  excess  entitled  to  a,  481. 
for  finding  a  purchaser  broker  entitled  io  a,  SG7. 
subject  of,  616. 

failing  to  prove,  may  reoover,  639. 
price  inferred  by  law,  610. 

tikne  within  itbich  a  power  must  be  accepted,  26. 
for  broker  to  perform  service,  479. 
employment  of  bndcer  continues  for  a.  612,  613. 
what  is  a,  611. 
when  immaterial.  614. 
what  constitutes  a,  1080. 
Tslue  of  broker's  services  in  procuring  l««n.  228. 
value  of  broker's  services  recoverable  in  absence  of  express  agreement, 
616. 
Receiver,  314. 

Reciprocal  obligations  on  principal  as  well  as  on  agent,  290. 
Reconveyance  of  property,  301,  314,  607. 
Record,  260,  200,  540. 

Receipts,  41.  184.  221,  379,  383,  384,  38S,  076,  772,  1072. 
Recoupment,  309,  321. 
Recovery  of  commissions,  554. 
of  money  from  broker,  642. 

of  commissions  without  showing  performance,  641, 
Recovery  upon  implied  contract.  712s. 
Refusal  to  accept  loan,  242. 

to  take  becauac  customer  does  not  own,  104. 


[RefrrsnccB  are  to  sccftoni.) 

Rtfuaal  to  exchange,  when  fraud  no  ground  for,  16S. 

by  le«aor  bo  aiwign  lease,  216. 

of  purchaser^  «ign  contract  of  sale,  208,  4S8,  SlV,  634. 

of  owner  to'  execute  contract  of  sale,  313,  374,  376,  454,  46S. 

of  principal  'to  appraise,  434. 

of  pirchaser,  who  knew  real  length,  to  tak«  lot,  43S,  451. 

of  purchaser  to  take  lot,  where  broker  knew  size,  4G1. 

of  wife  to  join  in  dbed,  454. 
Refunding  DoauniBsiona.  320,  382,  B72. 
Rejected  oonfract  of  sale,   S42a. 

Reject  offer,  when  prtncipal  cannot  and  escape  liability  for  eomtniHiun,  362. 
Relations,  brok«-  and  sub-agent  similar  to  principal  aod  agent,  619. 
Release,  IS.  ST,  238,  280,  370,  880,  614,  1068. 
Relief,  when  denied,  314. 
Relinquishment,  616. 
Remark,  effect  of,  1090. 
Remedies.     See  AenoNS. 
BiemtAy,  pursuing  one  barred  any  other,  414a. 
Reimbursement,  314,  6S5,  607. 

Rent,  22,  41,  1»0,  207,  314,  381,  336,  387.  610,  668,  027. 
Renewal,  waiver  of  privilege  of,  206. 

Repairs  broker  authorized  to  make,  not  permanent  Improvement,  372. 
Reply,  630. 

that  was  not  a  ratification,  618a. 
Representations  as  to  dimensions  of  proper^,  461. 
Repudiation  or  rescission,  23,  24,  36,  41,  127,  300,  321,  436,  668,  924. 
Restriction  in  chain  of  4,it1e,  43. 
Restitution  before  i^pudiation,  23. 
Res  gettae,  766,  834,  836. 

Retainer,  when  broker  taking  from  purchaser  allowable,  464. 
Retroactive,  law  requiring  contract  employing  broker  to  be  in  wriUng  not, 

1126. 
Reversal,  to  work,  errors  must  have  been  prejudicial,  1078a. 
Revived,  agency  terminated,  not  by  subsequent  acts,   16. 
Revocation  of  authority  grunted  to  agent,  13,  16,  22,  79,  84,  80.  300,  328d, 

358,  421,  464,  510,  610,  621,  802,  088,  1110. 
Rights,  duties  and  liabilities  of  principal  and  agent,  pt.  3,  Sec  290-422. 

effect  of  ooncealment  upon,  291. 

to  oommisuon  not  defeated  beoause  to  be  paid  from  purchase  money, 
601. 
Right  to  sell  not  implied  by  advertisement  on  land,  128. 

of  broker  to  agreed  commissions,  423,  423a. 

to  withdraw  if  title  bad,  exercised,  bars  commission,  617,  634. 

of  broker  to  oommmission  regardless  of  title  of  customer,  633. 
Rights  of  third  persons,  290,  386.  416. 

of  broker  depend  on  new  contract,  411. 
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Right  to  conveyance  by  agent,  462. 

to  oommissions,  when  modified,  479. 

to  commissions,  not  affected  by  owner's  suppositions,  528. 

of  two  heirs  not  acquired,  556. 

of  action  for  commission  when  accrues  to  broker,  632bw 

of  innnunity,  estopped  from  asserting,  601. 
Rival  brokers^  137,  424,  515,  518,  608,  900,  1024. 


Bale,  consolidation  of  interest  not  a,  66. 

employed  to  sell  who  secures  a  mere  option,  86. 
by  owner,  subject  to  option,  not  breach  of  contract,  91. 
by  owner  before  expiration  of  option,  110. 
if  terms  omitted,  satisfactory  to  principal  implied,  112. 
according  to  terms  entitles  broker  to  commission,  113. 
contract  of,  may  be  established  by  circumstantial  evidence^  114. 
judicial,  115. 

nominal  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for,  116. 
enjoined,  broker  entitled  to  commission,  118,  469. 
broker  must  effect  to  earn  commission,  119. 
withdrawal  from  entitled  broker  to  commission,  120. 
properties  for  others  and  cash  difference,  a,  121,  164. 
miscarrying  without  fault  of  principal   broker  not  entitled  to  com- 
mission, 122. 
by  wrong  description,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  123. 
single,  not  doing  business  to  need  license,  124,  576. 
forced  with  joint  owner,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  125. 
by  broker  to  resell  no  fraud,  126. 
ineffectual  where  broker  had  no  right  to  make  it,  127. 
advertisement  on  land  does  not  imply  right  of,  128. 
to  find  purchaser,  none  to  make,  120a. 
agent  buying  at  inadequate  price  by  fraud,  set  aside,  130. 
agent  becoming  purchaser  unknown  to  principal,  set  aside,  131. 
without  effort  accepted  entitles  broker  to  commission,  132. 
contract  may  require  a,  to  entitle  broker  to  commission,  133. 
at  $360,  when  limited  to  $400,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  134. 
at  $1,600,  after  asking  lower  terms,  unauthorized,  135. 
at  $1,500,  while  land  increasing  in  value,  unauthorized,  18. 
without  special  contract,  broker  to  earn  commission  requires  a,  136. 
.    by  one  of  rival  brokers  ends  contract  with  others,  137. 
whether  broker  entitled  to  commission  for  both  auction  and  private, 

a  question  for  jury,  138. 
by  broker  of  property  acquired  from  principal  liable  to  latter,  139. 
without  written  authority  excepted  from  statute  of  frauds,  140. 
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Sale,  by  second  agent  to  client  of  first,  latter  not  entitled  to  commission, 
141. 

bj  owner  before  sale  by  agent  bars  commission,  142. 

disagreement  as  to,  acquiesced  in  by  broker,  bars  commission,  143. 

for  cash  complied  with  by  payment  on  execution  of  deed,  144. 

of  public  land,  broker  to  earn  commission  must  show  what,  146. 

plaintiff  to  plat  and  sell  and  pay  $150  an  acre  to  defendant,  a  contract 
of,  147. 

broker  failing  to  sell  and  owner  selling  to  customer,  broker  not  en- 
titled to  commission,  148. 

power  to  make  does  not  include  power  to  lease,  exchange,  or  mortgage^ 
167,  202,  263. 

lease  with  privilege  of  purchase  equivalent  to,  200. 

broker  bringing  about  entitled  to  commission,  215,  401. 

of  lease  frustrated  by  lessor,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  216. 

under  power  in  mortgage  not  necessary  to  inform  mortgagor,  259. 

conditional  of  mortgage,  broker  securing,  272. 

of  bonds  declared  illegal  deprives  broker  of  commission,  276. 

broker  selling  bonds  entitled  to  commission  on  procuring  buyei,  277. 

broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  selling  bonds  on  buyer  with- 
drawing, 278. 

delivering  bonds,  without  disclosing  principal,  liable  if  null  and  void, 
279. 

broker  selling  bonds  in  good  faith  not  liable  to  trust  estate  for 
illegal,  280. 

authority  of  village  to  sell  bonds  includes  authority  to  employ 
broker,  281. 

by  agent  to  principal  of  his  own  property  set  aside,  321. 

power  confirming,  confers  power  to  sell,  322. 

power  to  sell  in  lots  confers  none  to  sell  otherwise,  340. 

broker  to  sell  land  can  take  nothing  but  money,  342. 

broker  not  liable  for  poor  sale  by  sub-agent,  394. 

to  others  than  syndicate  by  owner  bars  commission,  406. 

for  all  cash  complies  with  authority  for  half  cash,  410. 

broker  to  sell  for  half  cash,  remainder  on  time,  cannot  sell  for  all 
cash,  410a. 

Authority  to  make  for  specified  sum  is  for  cash  only,  422a. 

at  less  than  fixed  price,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  426. 

broker  negotiating  with  two,  sale  to  one  by  owner  bars  conunis* 
si  on,  432. 

void  by  statute,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  433. 

broker  unsuccessful  with  F.  and  sale  by  owner  to  him  and  others 
bars  commission,  437. 

unless  exclusive,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  by  an- 
other agent,  439. 
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Sale,  broker  entitled  on  sale  hy  owner  to  commission  on  share  of  twd 
tenants  in  conmion,  440. 

broker  who  first  succeeds  in  making,  entitled  to  commission,  445. 

broker  who  was  the  procuring  cause  of,  entitled  to  commission,   17, 
446. 

by  principal  uninfluenced  by  broker,  latter  not  entitled  to  commission, 
42,  454. 

failure  of  broker  to  make  a,  457. 

failure  of  broker  to  consummate  contract  of,  458. 

failure  of  by  defect  in  title,  450. 

at  net  price,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission,  482. 

by  principal  without  notice  to  broker  before  time  expired,  490. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  on  sale  of  four  houses,  not  entitled  to 
proportionate  tor  one,  493. 

commission  payable  on,  and  not  on  collection  of  deferred  payments, 
498. 

cases  in  which  broker  was  held  not  to  be  procuring  cause  of,  507. 

frustrated    through    failure    to    partition,    broker    entitled    to    com- 
mission, 508. 

made  after    revocation  of   authority  entitled  aab^gent   to   commis- 
sion, 521. 

made  at  reduced  price,  sub-agent  not  entitled  to  commission,  524. 

to  railroad  instead  of  to  syndica;te  entitled  to  commission,  526. 

other  than  contemplated,  broker  entitled  to  commission,   5*^7. 

on  making,  broker  not  deprived  of  commission  by  defect  in  title.  533. 

defeated  by  want  of  title,  which  he  knew  broker,  not  entitled  to  com- 
mission, 539. 

failing  by  dispute  over  taxes  broker  not  entitled  to  coir* mission,  541. 

withdrawal  of  land  from  entitled  broker  to  commission,  552. 

withdrawal  and  sale  by  owner  to  customer,  in  good  fait!i,  bars  com- 
mission 553. 

failing  because  rights  of  two  heirs  not  acquired,  broker  entitled  to 
commission,  555. 

to  customer  after  employment  ended  bars  commission,  558. 

in  trying  to  effect  sale  of  real  estate  party  may  extravagantly  extol, 
586. 

for  less  than  broker  claims,  defendant  cannot  object,  627. 

admitted,  broker  entitled  to   reasonable  compensation,  615a. 

executed,  when  inadmissible  in  evidence,  767. 

of  bonds  released  from  registry  through  forgery,  38,  574. 

broker  not  liable  to  principal  for  money  paid  purchaser  on   reject- 
ed, 642a. 

of  land  by  broker  entitled  him  to  commission  no  notice  of  revocation 
having  been  given,  1110. 
Sales  of  real  estate,  112-148. 
Sancbo  Panza  Verdict,  1063,  1070. 
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Sanitarium,  300. 

Satisfactory  to  purchaser,  option,  100. 

principal.    See  Tebmb  ok  Saue. 
School  building,  327. 
Scope  of  employment,  18,  298,  521,  560,  564,  992. 

of  the  petition,  1034. 
Seals  and  the  necessity  for  their  use,  592. 
Secret  understanding,  221,  401. 

commission  paid  to  vendee's  agent,  401. 
Secretly  employed,  166,  290,  291,  400. 

.securing  new  term  to  himself,  broker  holds  as  tnutea,  208* 

learning  price  of  property,  399. 
Securities,  257,  283,  287,  357,  403,  630. 
Security,  broker  may  be  responsible  for  the  sufBeieney  o^  229,  408. 

of  real  estate,  broker  effecting  loan  on,  533. 
"Sell,"  meaning  of  the  term,  18,  26,  328h,  557. 
Sequence  broken,  and  its  effect,  448. 
Set  aside,  verdict  for  procuring  loan,  252. 
Severable  oontract  for  effecting  an  exchange,  176. 

for  effecting  a  sale,  560,  1116. 
Sharing  commissions,  291,  314,  396,  397,  520,  522,  558,  695a,  791,  806. 

agreement  between  two  brokers  therefor,  bars  commissions,  371. 

profits,  497. 
Sign  on  property  as  for  sale  by  agent,  42. 
"Signed,"  subscribed  equivalent  to,  78. 
Signature  of  principal  by  agent,  74,  75,  76,  77. 
Silence,  when  equivalent  to  approval,  24. 

when  it  does  not  ratify  an  unauthorized  act,  24. 
Silent  where  evidence  is  as  to  previous  sales,  800. 
Skill,  broker  required  to  exercise  that  of  calling,  402. 
Snow  and  ice,  failure  to  remove  from  sidewalk,  591. 
South  Dakota,  contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  be  writing,  590. 
Specific  performance,  18,  295,  307a,  314,  572,  630,  718,  762. 
Speculate  off  of  his  principal,  broker  forbidden  to,  37. 
Stale  authority,  sale  under  will  not  be  specifically  enforced,  18. 
Statutory  commissions,  broker  charging  more  limited  to,  241. 
SUtute  of  frauds,  34,  41,  140,  404,  433,  492,  590,  605,  606,  609,  668. 

of  limitations,  28,  286,  607. 
Statutes,  433,  600,  773,  1093. 

Stipulation  as  to  payment  of  commissions,  557,  570. 
Stock,  commissions  payable  in,  468,  480. 

broker  entitled  to  commission  from  sale  of,  1095. 
Sub-agents,    11,   24,   25,   26,   42,   79,    291,   300,   316,   317,   390,   391,   392, 
393,    394,   395,   396,   397,   398,   497,   519,   520,   520a,   521,    522, 
523,  524,  525,  557,  558,  907,  912. 
Sub-delegated,  acts  that  cannot  be,  5. 
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Sub-letting,  213. 

Subrogation,  when  vendor  not  entitled  to,  572. 

Substitution,  power  unauthorizing,  26 

of  contract  for  that  sued  on  defeats,  638. 
Suppositions,  broker's  right  to  commission  not  affected  l^  owner's,  9S8» 
Survey,  18,  26,  339. 
Syndicate,  28,  405,  406,  464,  526,  607,  1000. 


Taxes,  41,  171,  520,  541,  542,  1085. 
Telegram  must  reach  owner,  when,  80,  81. 

broker  failing  to  name  purchaser  in,  530. 
Telegraph  company  not  agent  of  owner  as  to  notice,  80. 
Telephoning,  mistake  in,  444. 

Tenant,  agent  in  charge  of  real  estate  procuring,  entitled  to 
quantum  meruit,  510. 

broker  for  has  no  claim  on  lessor  for  commission,  208. 

petition  to  recover  for  services  in  procuring,  650. 
Tenants,  owner  liable  for  injuries  to  prospective,  347. 

lessor's  rights  not  affected  by  broker's  secret  understanding  with,  22L 

in  common,  290,  407,  440. 

in  common,  interest  of,  64. 
Tender,  in  action  for  commissions  not  necessary  to  prove,  236. 

of  payment,  when  necessary  must  be  shown,  557,  570. 

when  not  necessary,  436,  593,  625. 

on  broker  taking  title  to  land  purchased,  principal  my  tender  amoimt 
and  demand  deed,  595. 
Tentative,  defendant  can  show  contract  of  lease  merely,  218. 
Terms,  when  changed  by  parties  broker  entitled  to  commission,  175 

broker  to  earn  commission  for  loan,  must  show  on  same,  226 

of  sale,  if  omitted  satisfactory  to  principal  implied,  12,  112,  328b. 

making  contract  contrary  to,  defeats  commission,  41,  409. 

of  sale  or  exchange,  oommis^on  earned  when  both  parties  agree  on, 
191,  632. 

of  loan  to  be  satisfactory  to  lender,  on  refusal  broker  not  entitled  to 
commission,  225. 

broker  failing  to  disclose  best,  bars  commission,  412. 

of  agreement  a  question  for  the  jury,  916. 

broker  effecting  sale  on  lower,  408. 

of  half  cash  complied  with  by  sale  for  all,  410. 

if  agreed  on  right  to  commipsion  cannot  be  defeated,  454. 

if  broker  departs  from,  principal  ratifying  cures,  557. 

of  sale  objected  to,  evidence  that  sale  conformed  with  instructions,  668L 

of  employment.    See  Emfloyicent,  Terms  of. 
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TJtxae,  doctrine  oi  gvantum  meruit  for  partial  perfonnanoe  of  entire  coit- 

tract,  e46a. 
Theater,  uncon  Bum  mated  lease  of,  210a. 
Theorj'  of  the  case,  instructioDs,  lOOS,  1034. 
Third  persons,  fraudulent  representations  by,  454. 

failing  to- buy  by  defect  in  title,  broker  not  entitled  to  eommisEion,  45S. 
Timber,  sule  of  aUnding,  454,  611,  512,  572. 

land,  alteration  of  contract  to  sell,  486. 

erroneouB  charge  in  regard  to  sale  of,  991. 

■gent  to  tell  without  authority  tn  grant  license  to  cut,  330. 
Time,  principal  selling  before  expiration  of,  400. 

broker  haa  no  right  to  extend  for  payment  of  purchase  money,  18,  01. 

directing  broker  to  sell  after  expiration  of,  extends,  42. 

limit  in,  when  does  not  defeat  broker's  right  to  eommission,  454,  479, 
4S2. 

vhat  is  a  reesonable  depends  on  clrcumstanoes  in  each  case.  Oil. 

fact  which  failed  to  show  extension  of,  18. 

broker's  employment  conlinuea  for  a  reaaonable,  CIS,  013. 

immaterial,  wlMre  broker  finds  purchaser  while  employed,  614. 

extension  of  should  be  pleaded,   1101. 
'Time  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  15,  20,  SSS. 

for  performance,  whether  waived  a  question  for  the  jury,  910. 
whether  limit  placed  on  a  queHtion  for  jury,  922. 

evidence  of  length  of,  of  lend  for  Bale,  760. 
Title  papers,  contract  of  agency  ceasee  on  delivery  of,  14. 

owner  not  required  to  inform  broker  of  restrictions  in  chain  of,  43. 

abstract  of,  32,  179,  226,  248,  260,  601,  6b4,  670,  697,  99i). 

defect  in  defeating  sale,  loan  or  exchange,  12,  160,  223,  314,  469,  533, 
635,  1071. 

supposed  defect  in  defeating  sale,  637. 

principal  receiving  good  to  property  exchanged,  162. 

eontract  to  convey  not  BulRcJent  evidence  of,  169. 

or  interest  In  properties  exchanged,  broker  has  no,  172, 

suit  for  clearing,  514,  809. 

reserving  right  to  withdraw  it  found  defective,  617. 

when  not  neceseary  U>  show  vendor  has  clear,  696. 

defect  in  defeating  loan,  223,  226,  248,  250. 

petition  for  commission  on  passing  of,  defective,  649. 

loan  refused  for  defective,  broker  not  entitled  to  comnisaion,  223,  225. 

loan  refused  for  defective,  broker  entitled  to  commission,  240. 

loan  refused  for  defective,  broker  to  recover  commlseloo  must  pnrre, 
24Da. 

where  broker  undertook  to  examine,  liable  for  loss  from  tnpald  TOOTt' 
gage,  201. 

broker  knowing  defect  in,  cannot  himself  acquire,  340. 

unless  clothed  with  povrer  by  owner  no  one  can  tranafer,  4U. 
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Title,  equital]^,  3II4 

cloud  on,  514. 

principal  securing  good,  invalidity  of  contract,  unavailing,  454. 

conlt^act  drawn  to  bar  cummission  in  case  of  defect  in,  459. 

customer  reserving  right  to  withdraw  if  defective,  if  exercised,  bars 
commission,  517. 

time  given  to  examine,  14. 

payment  of  commissions  may  depend  on  transfer  of,  536. 

whether  principal  or  another  holds^  broker  entitled  to  commission,  53S. 

sale  defeated  by  want  of,  which  he  knew,  broker  not  entitled  to  com* 
mission,  530. 

ignorance  of  contract  by  holder  of  record,  540. 

taken  by  agent,  principal  may  tender  amount  and  demand  deed,  505. 

when  not  necessary  for  broker  to  show  vendor  had  a  clear,  506. 
Tort,  40,  208,  321,  414. 

Transacting  all  business,  agent  may  collect  payment  of  note,  356. 
Transaction  not  in  fraud  of  plaintiff,  126. 

receipt  In  another  inadmissible,  184. 

consummation  of,  570. 

broker  acting  for  others  not  entitled  to  share  in,  388. 

concluded  without  aid  of  broker,  454.' 
Trusts  and  trustees,  35,  37,  203,  280,  288,  205,  314,  345,  350,  576,  635. 
Trust  company  to  buy  and  sell  real  estate  not  a  broker,  8. 
Turpentine  rights,  fatal  variance,  878. 
Typical  cases  in  which  sub-agent  held  entitled  to  commission,  523. 


U 

Ultimate  facts  must  be  pleaded,  632. 

Unavailing  eflforts  of  broker  do  not  entitle  to  compensation,  200,  543,  669, 

630. 
Unauthorized  condition,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  contract 

subject  to,  547. 
Uncertainty  of  identity,  must  be  established  by  evidence,  831a. 
Unconscionable  demand,  amendment  to  set  up  refused,  667. 
Unconstitutionality  of  statute,  600. 
Undelegatable,  certain  acts  are,  4,  5. 

Understanding  contract  of  sale  by  principal  unimportant,  557. 
Undertaking.    See  Pisformance. 
Undisputed,  if  evidence  on  any  given  fact  is,  court  should  so  instruct,  030, 

1044. 
Undisclosed  agreement  to  divide  commission  with  purchaser  does  not  bar 

right  to  commission,  545,  557. 
principal,  41,  270,  452,  583,  601. 
Undivided  interest,  63. 


[Rehr»ncea  are  to  aectlon*.] 

UnenfoToeable,  where  broker  must  be  authoriwd  in  writing,  eontraet  witt 

out,  802,  803. 
Unexpert  witnesaes,  evidence  of,  786. 
Unilateral  contractB,  20. 
Uninterrupted,  to  entitle  broker  to  oommiiaion  for  sale  negotiationa  must 

be,  044. 
negotiations  after  expiiatioa  of  time  entitled  broker  to  eonujuaaion, 

557. 
Univeraa),  custom  or  usage  must  be  to  become  a  matter  of  law,  C98. 
Unlawful  commissions,  sub-agent  denied  recoverj  of,  622. 

that  which  is  contrary  to  law,  etc.,  659. 
Unlicensed  broker,  contract  by  not  absolutet;  void,  604- 
Unaatiafactory,  if  any  of  the  terms  of  the  contract  be,  principal  should 

object  on  that  ground,  42. 
Unsuccessful  negotiations  with   F.  and  sale  by  owner  to  him  and  others, 

bars  commission,  437. 
Usage.    See  Custom  and  Usagb. 


Vacant  property,  757. 

Values,  149,  186,  104.  106,  227,  228,  294,  41B,  4B1,  668,  672,  616,  742,  764, 

762,  7S2,  785,  766,  708,  801,  811,  1046,  1078. 
Vague,  broker  not  entitled  to  commission  for  contract  too,  for  enforcement^ 

651. 
Vagueness  of  terms  of  contract  immaterial,  if  minds  of  parties  met,  657. 
Variances.    41,   307a,    4DS,   428,    428a,   428b,    616a,    631,   660,   687,   704«, 

874-867  a. 
Validity  of  sale,  when  purchaser  cannot  insist  upon,  314. 
Vendor,  40,  73,  143,  200,  374,  401,  438,  531. 
Vendee.    See  Pubchaseb. 

Verbal  contract  for  sale  of  land,  no  rights  in  equity  out  of,  689. 
Verdicts.  262,  1048,  1054-1084.   1065a,  1076b, 
Vested  remainder,  broker  procuring  purchaser  on  different  terms  for,  barred 

commissions.  548. 
Village,  authority  to  borrow  money,  281,  328o. 
Violation  of  instrnctions  warranted  terminating  agency,  16,  200. 

action  by  principal  for  damages  for,  299. 

by  sub-agent.  395. 
Voidable,  deed  not  void  but,  572, 

Void,  broker  procuring  contract  to  be,  if  first  payment  fails,  not  entitled 
to  commission,  649. 

where  contract,  by  statute  of  frauds,  broker  barred  commission,  433. 

contract  by  unlicensed  broker  not  absotutelr,  604. 

See  also  Null  and  Void. 


INDEX.  fiM 

CReferences  are  to  seciiona] 

Voluntary  iMtyment  bj  defrauded  party,  no  Mease  to  egwit»  Wlk» 
Volunteers,  443. 

w 

WaiTer.    See  also  AoQunsoENOB. 

of  tenant's  privilege  of  renewal  binds  prin^lya^  fl06L 

of  performance,  14,  515. 

of  notice  by  principal,  361. 

of  variance  in  contract  by  acquiescence,  515a. 

of  tender,  625. 

a  question  for  tbe  jury,  919. 
Warranty,  power  to  sell  and  convey  includes  power  to  give^  26,  32Sk,  417. 

in  other  States  the  power  must  be  speciflcally  conferred,  418. 

of  authority,  30,  300,  328n,  560. 
Washington,  State  of,  contract  with  broker  to  sell  land  must  be  in  writing, 

600. 
Whole  value  of  property,  broker  entitled  to  commission  upOQ,  185. 

price,  tender  of  by  purchaser,  557. 
Wife  and  husband,  30,  454,  774,  826,  008,  1022,  1057. 
Withdraw,  where  right  to  exercised,  bfoker  barred  commission,  634. 
Withdrawal  of  broker's  authority  to  sell,  deed  not  a,  57. 

of  land  from  sale,  under  contract  entitled  broker  to  commission,  120, 
552. 

of  land  from  sale,  contract  to  pay  commission  upon  strictly  con- 
strued, 585. 

and  sale  by  owner,  in  good  faith,  bare  broker's  commission,  17,  553. 

before  contract,  options  with  such  liberty  do  not  entitle  broker  to 
commission,  05. 

by  purchaser  after  eommission  paid  to  broker,  principal  cannot  re- 
cover, 554. 

sale  by  owner  after,  error  to  submit  to  jury,  017. 
Will,  5,  34. 
Witnesses,  where  instrument  to  be  executed  requires  two,  pomot  araal  have 

same  number,  26. 
Words  and  phrases. 

'amount,"  1123. 
'solicit,"  1005a. 

'title  to  the  satisfaction  of  purehaaer,"  lltt. 

"timber,"  li27. 

"pecuniarily  able,"  1130. 

"placed  in  the  hands  of,"  367. 

"sell,"  18,  26,  328h,  557. 

"sale,"  121. 

"subscribed,"  78. 

'^irmoeable,"  18. 
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[References  are  to  seetlOBii] 

Words  and*  phx$,ae^-n€onif,naed, 

*my  real  and  personal  esta^ie,''  26. 

"for  and  on  behalf/'  68. 

'my  property,  48  Eldridge  Oonrt^"  09. 

'drunkenness/'  60. 

'as  to  loans  made  by  us/'  62. 

'net  rental/'  171. 

'to  get  a  deal/'  465,  667; 

'net  cash/'  485. 

'any  trade/'  627. 

'Abbey  Ranch/'  660. 

'advertisement/'  561. 

'In  full,  settlement/'  562. 

'accepted/'  667. 

•this  week/'  677. 
.'•immediately/'  680. 

'negotiate/'  18,  1062. 
"broker/'  7. 

'taxes/'  1086. 
"sold/'  1112. 

•divide/'  1086. 
"bringing  the  eeller  and  purdiMer  toge^h&r,^  22. 
"list/Ml  17. 
"exclusive  agency/'  13. 
Writing,  contract  to  divide  oommiesionB  must  be  in,  79. 

contract  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  in  many  States  need  not  be  in,  419. 
.contract,  hiring  auctioneer  need  not  be  in,  606. 
contract  required  to  be  in,  without  unenforceable,  602. 
Written  instruments,  alterations  in,  203. 

.   construction  of  for  the  court,  897. 
Written  contract,  broker  authorized  to  make,  cannot  make  oral,  368.' 
necessary,  failing  to  show,  rest  immaterial,  647. 


"j 

"i 

"1 

"< 

"« 

"i 

"t 

"i 

"I 
i( 

"« 

"i 
"i 
"1 

,"j 
"i 
"1 
"1 
"I 


AmtrtoM  IMT  of  rati  Miait  M 

y  LAW  LIBMmr 


3  6105  044  282  965 


r 


